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Chapter. 1 



Introduction 



I, 



^ The National Survey of individualized Education Programs (lEPs) for 

Handicapped Children was conducted in the spring of 1979 by the Research 

A Triangle- Institute (RTI) under contract to the Bureau of £4ie^tion for the 

Handicapped ' (now the Office of Special ^Education within the Department Qf 

Education)^ USOE, The methodology and findings, of this national , survey, which^ 

consisted of a Basic^ Survey and two companion substu^ies^ are described in 

five volumes, * Voluihe . I is an Executive summary of the survey methodology and 

' ■ *• * 

findings ; Volume II describes the background^ obj ectijres ^ methodology^ and 

* , ■ , ^ ** * _^ 

instrumentation*) Volume^ III .presents the findings af the Basic Survey; an(l . 
Volume V presents the findings of the State/Special Facility Substudy. This 
^ volume Voluitie IV^ presents the findings of the Retrospec^tive Longitudinal 
^ 'Substudy. , * ' ' " * / 

--^^^This*'chapter provides the background and purpose 'of the substudy and 
describeSvfhe organization of Volume IV* / * . * 



II. BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE 



Vhile the Basic Survey described in Volume III focused on describing I£Ps 

' and various factors related to lEPs for the current year (the^l978-72 school 

year)) the Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy focused' on thail^e. in lEPs and 

related factors from the fTtlor year '(the 1977'78 school year, the. initial year 

for which lEPs were manidated by P,L. 94*142) to the current year (the 1978-79 

^ scho^lt y^ar). The ^ubjstudy consisted of two distinct activities intended to 

addijess specific questions regarding change over time* Tlie tevel 1 Retrospefc- 

tive Longitudinal .Substudy was designed to detect change from the prior year 
• t 

to the current ye^r in the lEPs and the I£P process. The Leyel 2 Retrospective 

longitudinal Substudy was designed to. provide information regarding the extept 

to which special education, services actually provided to handicapped students 

. were smilt^r to those services specified in the-IEPs. Further details of the^ 

;>p>bac!cgroua4 and purpose of t^hose two levels of the substudy are provided sepa* 

rately b<floi?> ' j ' ' ' 



A, Level 1 fietrcfspective Longitudinal Substudy iJA 

As yas discussed in Volumes II and Xll^ tbe Basic Survey of thfi National 
Survey of Individualized Education E^rograms (I£Ps) for Handicapped Children 
primarily #focused^ on describing tti^ properties and. content of a national 
saniple of lEPs prepared fpr students^ ages 3-21^ who were enrolled io LEA- 
administered public schools on 1 December 1978. As secondary ot^jectives^ the 
Basic Survey included ttie identification of factors associated with variation^ 
in tjie properties and content of lEPs^ the* provision of descriptive information 
about the handicapped students being served as required by P,L. 94-142> the 
nature of the services they received and the settings in which^^he services 
were provided^ and the proeess whereby their lEPs were developed^^ The Level 1 
Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy was designed as an exploratory su6study to 
provide insights into change over time in all of the above factors. As such^ 
the Level 1 Substudy should lay the groundwork for future studies to assess 
progress relative to eobanciog the utility of lEPs and implementing the mandate 
ot P.L, 94-142. ^ ^ 

The Bstsic Survey was designed to ai\swer ten general questions. Seven of 
these ^questions are pertinent to the Level 1 Retrospective Longitudinal Sub- 
study^ and ar^ repeated here ^f or the convenience' of the reader. 
Question 1: What do lEPs look like? 

* 

Qu&stion 2: What kinds of information do lEPs contain? 

Question 3: How "is intormatian presented in lEPs? / f 

Question 4: Who participates in the development and approval of lEPs? 
I 

Questi^ 5: What^ types of special education and related services are 

specified in lEPs? 
Question 6; HoJ informative and internally consistent are lEPs? 
Question 7; In what service ^ettings^ and for what proportion of the 
academic week^ do students receive the special education 
. ^ services specified in lEPs? 

The specific question addressed by the I&vel 1 Retrospective Longitudinal 
SuSstudy was: "What is t^te difference between two consecutive school years in 
the answers to Basic Survey Questions 1-7 above for the same students?'* To 
dbtain data to answer the substudy question > the lEP from the prec^eding year 
(the^l977-78 schgol year) was collected and analyzed along with the lEP for , 
the current year (the 1978-79 school year) ior each of the 796 students in the 
subsample^. Collection of data at each school was completed in conjunction 



with the Basic Survey^ including completion of a Student Charact;eri^st^[?<s^ 

Questionnaire by the special education teacher from the preceeding ye&r/' 

' * ' '\ 

provided he or she was atill in the school system* As was previously qoted,' 

* ■ ' ^1 ^ . ^ 

the 1977-78 school year was the initial year for .which lEPs were mai^dated, by 

P*L, 94*142; thus> the level 1 Substudy provided information regarding chang£? 

from this initial year to the following year when school's and school districts 

presumably had clearer insights, into the requirements of the Act 'and how^hegc 

requirements might be met. 

B* Level 2 Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy ' ' v * 

The primary purpose of the Level 2 Retrospective Lortrgituditial Siibstudy ^ 
was threefold : (1) ' to describe the special education and - related 4eryi*ces 
actually .received tx.^ handicapped students; (2) to compare this sp^ial ediica* 
tion program a^ actually impl,emented with th^ special educatioa program ^s 
doj:umente<f in the lEP; and to d^ermine the nature of, and reasons for ^tiy 
discrepancies between the two*, Jhi^ exploratory substudy Was. intended to 
supplement other data collected in the National Survey of^t?^ Handicapped 
Ghildreat and was conducted with a subsample of 61 students from the iasic 
Survey saiD| |^ . The finfiings provide ?n indication or the validity of the 
information, obtained from IE>s in the Basic Survey about the types arid service 
settings of the special education services iTeceive'd 1>^' handicapped 'students , 
. The specific ^bjectiv^ of the Leyel 2 Substiudy was to provide answers to 
the following research questions: p-^ f 

1) What is the nature of the special education /and related services 
that students, in the subsample actually i^ceiyed? 

a) How was the present level* of educational service determined? 

b) . What special education services we^e received during each of 

two consecutive years? 

c) What related services were rexeive< 



tive years? 



d) In what setting were .thfese service 
consecutive yjears? 

2) How da the special education services Actually received by students 
in the subsample compare to those servi 
lEPs? 



during each of two consecu-^ 
received during each of two* 



^s specified in the students* 

/ 



a) How does jthe assessment process applied compare with that 



b) 
c) 
d) 



specif ied/ in lEPs,^ for each of two consecutive years? 

How do fecial, education services received coq^pare to those 

specified in lEPa, for each of two consecutive yeacs? 

How do the related services receive^d conipare to those specified 

in IEP^\ Jor*each of two consecutive years^ 

How do/ the settings where services ^were received compare to 

/ " ' 

those /specif ied in lEPs ^ fo^ each of two consecutive years? 



How c^Ot procedures for evaluating attainment of instructional 
" N goalsf and objectives compare to those specified in lEPs , for 

eAch/ of two consecutive years? 
f)" /^^^ ^re the reasons fox any differences between services' 
.actiially received and services specified in lEPs > for each of 
two consecutive years? 
3) How knq^Jledgeable are parents (guardians) about the lEPs of their 
children (wards)? - . . ' 

a) Ale parents awat^^hat "their children have lEPs? 

b) * How familiar are parents with their children* s lEPs? 

c) Vo what extent do parents agree that their children's lEPs are 
appropriate for meeting their children's needs? 

d) To wha^r-^xterit do parents feel that their children are receiving 
all <n the «iervices specified in their lEPs? 

A) What personnel provide what proportion of the lEP development effort? 

^- ■ ■■ *■ ■ ' ■ • ■ 

Orjgaaizatron of the Remainder of Volume- IV " \ 



. Chapter 2; 
the Jguide lines 



of this volume describes the Level 1 Substudy sample^ discusses 
used to determine educational and statistical significance of 



t^e data\ ^ancl presents the findings of the substudy. Chapter 3 summarizes the 
Leyel 2 Substudy 'methodology ^ describes tt^e sample^ apd presents the findings 
of the substudy. Chapter provides a summary of major findings of the Retro- 
spective Longitudinal Subsj:udy and discuss^ the major implications of the 
findings. \ * v . 

Appeqdi^ A contains supporting tables and other information for Chapter 2< 
nAppendi^^ 6 contains support,i1ng information^ for Chapter 3^. ' ^ 



Xevel 1 Retrospective LoDgitudinal Substudy Findings - 
; * 'l. INTRODUCTION 

^ ' - . . ^ ^ // ' , ■ S 

This section .describes the^'l^vel I Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy. 
' ■ ' ' ' / ' 

sa^iple^ discusses tb% guidelines used to determine the educational 4^d statist 

tical significance of . the X^vel 1 Substudy data^ and presents an o^^erview of 

thfe c^mainder of the chapter. - , 

A, Description ot the Sainple " ^ 

^ The initial sampling plan for the Level I Substudy was to randomly select 

one^ of the Basic Survey sample members from each d^'the 507 afchoo^s that 
participated in r*the Basi^ Survey, However^ since a student'JwouId' not be 
eligible for the Level I subsample if his or her prior year lEP was not avail- 
abl'^f there was some conc€^m that the desired subsample of 507 students could 
be obtained. As, a result^ a decision was made to select up to two Basic. 
Survey members from, each school. Actually one or more^stud^nts were selected 
from 432; or 85 percent, of -the 507 schools in the Basic Survey. The resultant 
subsample of 796 student's included 675 regular ^school students (from 368 
regular schools) and 12>^pecial school students (from 6A special sxrhopls)^. 

* As noted previously, the Retrospective Longitudinally Substudy was designed 
as an exploratory substttfdy to lay the groundwork for future stud'ies of progr&ss 
in implementing the lEP mandates of P.L. 94-142. However^ the Level 1 Substudy 
sample was of ^ sufficient si2e to detect shifts of reasonable magnitude, in the 
properties and coiiV^nts of lEPs from oiie year to the next- 

. The general characteristi'c^s of student^ in the Level 1 sample (e .g^ , 
student grade level, age^ race^ sex, nature of handicap) were basically iden- 
tfical to those of the Basic Survey sample. ^ These characteristics, for the ^ 
Level 1 substudy, are ai^ shown in Table 2.1. 

Bf, Guidelines *Used to Determine Educational aad Statistical Significance 

Most of the analyses to support the results discussed in this chapter 
focu;s on differences between the estimated population measures (means and 
proportions) of a giveli characteristic ot proj^erty of lEPs 'prepared for student 



Table 2.1 

* . f * 

DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENT^ IN'hVEL 1 SAMPLE BY 
- RACE, SEX, AGE, GRADE, AND HANDICAPPING CONDITION 





1 ■ ^ 

■ ^ 


■ * 1 

Student Characteristics 


* Percent* 


-I — ^ = tH 




^ i Race 


' . " V' 




Waitej Not nxspaoic * 




Black) Not Hispanic 


'/ 21 


Hispanic / 




^ Other 


3 ' 


^ Sex , i 


* ) 


nale , 




Female * . * 




A r 1 

Age Levels 


1 


3*5 


2 


6-12 ^ 


60, 


1^-15 


25 . ^ 


16-21- . 


— ^ 13 


uraaft^ ^ 




rre-K or K 

* . . / " 


2 














10-12 


10 


ungtajQco/ unoe t-ennineo 


1 ft 

ID 

■ 


Handicapping Conditions—- ^ ^ 






33 


Learning Disabled 


A2 . 


Emotionariy disturbed 


7 


Speech 'Impaired 


26 


Deaf ^nd hard of Hearing ^ 


3 ' - , 


. * Orthopedically Impaired * ^ 


3 


* Visually Handicapped 


1 • 


Other Health Impaired 


6 •' ■ 







Detail does not ad^'to total because of rounding- 

Ff^rcents total more than 100 because some students have multiple conditions 



^or tw<J-consecutive years. As originally conceived, the Level 1 Retrospective 
Lpngitudinal Substucly was intended to detect broad shifts in the properties 
and contents of lEPs frooa the pfior year to the current year. Changes on the 
ord^r,of 10 ,to 25 percentage points were expected to be'noted. In genera],, 
however^ changes of this magnitude did not occur. Fortunately, tbe ^increased 
size of the L^vel 1 sample p];ovided suffici^t precision for detecting changes 
on the order of five to ten percentage points for the total sample and for the 
sub^am^le of regular school students- — ^ 

As stated in Chapter 7 of the Methodology Report, a determination of the 
importance of certain study findings is a matter of judgement. In making this 
judgement^ consideration %ust be given to both the practical importance (educa- 
tional significance) of observed difference and the probability that observed 
differences were due to chance sampling errors (statistical significance). To 
the extent practical, these guidelines were followed lo^^e reporting of data 
for the Level 1 Substudy, However, since the differences 'between the prior* 
year and current^yur data typically were small,} the question of what data to 
report was more of an issue than was the question of what data to exclude. If 
the original ten or more percentage points difference had been used to determine 
educational significance, practically no data would have been reported. As a 
result^ a, decision was made to establish a difference of at least five percent- 
age points as being reasonably educationally significant and' to report such 
findings without respect to the relati^/e importance of the issues involved. 
Observed differences o^ this magnitude for the total Level 1 sample^ as well ?^ 
as for the subsample of regular school students^ were significant at the .05 
level; i,e*, a sample difference of this m^'gnitude can be expected to occur in\ 
refJeated samplings ooly five times in a hundred if the actual difference is 
^zero, ' ^ , A 

This f ive-percentage*point criterion is not applicable to the special 
school sub^d[mple. Because of the small size of this subsample^ non4 of the 
observed differences were statistically sign'if icant. However ^ findings for 
the spec ial school subsample ate del inea ted in the tabular presentations 
because of their usefulness in inte^reting differences in the total sample. 

The reader is reminded that the differences ^reported in this chapter are 
based on data that describe the lEPs prepared" for the same ^students for two 
"•consecufive yearsv'' Therefore, a high correlation exists between the charac- 
teristics and properties of these lEPs from one year to the next. If the 



2,3 



10 



^re^d^r^waot^ to establish different criteria for e<Uicational and/oi: statistical 
^sigoif^caocef the formula for the independent t*test'(see Chapter 7, Volumes III) 
will gave a reasonably good approximation of t^e standard error of the differ- 
ence if the standard error computed by this formula is reduced by 25 percent 
to adjust for the correlation bet,ween the data. This relationship was derived 
by coniparing the, standard errors that were computed for. a small sample of 
difference scores by both methods (i*e.j the fbrraula appropriate for indepen- 
dent measures and 'the fonoula appropriate for correlated mefsures) . 

* 

C. Overview of the Balance of the Chapter ' * 

The balance of this chapter presents answers to the questions regarding , 
change from the prior year (1977-78) to Xite current year' (1978-79) in lEPs, 
services and service settings ^ an^ the I£P process . Secti<)n II addresses 
change in the formats ^and other basic characteristics of lEPs^ Section III 
discusses change in the kinds of information presented in lEPs and how this ^ 
infonoation is presented^ SectitDn IV addresses the question regarding change 
in the - completeness and internal co^istency of lEPs, Section V discusses 
change regarding participants in the development and approval of lEPs/ Sec- 
tion VI presents infonqation about change in the types of special education 
and related services specified in lEPs^ and Section VII discusses change in 
service settings and proportion 6i student time spent in service settings , 
Coniplete data; with associated standard errors, are pifesented in ApTpendix B, 

The proportions, meanSf 'and other statistics presented and discussed ia 
this (;hapter ^re populaXion estimates based on weighted saniple data. These 
estimates are presented and discu^ed as though the^ are precise population 
values. These values are reported, to the nearest ^ tent^ of a whole number in 
Appendix A, and they are rounded to ''the nearest whole number for the text 
discussions * ^ * ' 

The^e sections present data for the total of all students in the sample^ 
'for students in regular schoals only^ and for students in special schools 
only. 



^ Note in rounding that if the first digit to be dropped is the last 
digit retained is increased by 1 if it is odd but ^is k^pt unchanged if is 
even; for' example, 7.5 becomes 8 and* 6.5 becomes 6^ (National Centen.for 
Education Satistics, ' NfjES guidelines for tabular presentation . Washington, 
D-C: Natibnal Centerj for Education Statistics (USOE, ^lEW) , August 1974,]* 



'It should be noted that, in the balance of the chapter, thf current year, 
data often differ slightly from similar dat^ presented for the Basic Survey in 
Volume III. This is because the Level IxEietrosf ective Longitudinal Substudy ^ 
sample was a^subsample of the Bafeic '9\iuv{'^ sample and included only students 
for' whom a prior year lEP was availabl^.^ thus, some differences woiJld be 
expected* These differences generally are small'and in no case are .they 
statistically ts^ignif icant / , , 

H' CHANGE FROM PRIOR YEAR TO CURRENT YEAR IN THE FORMATS 
AND OTHER BASIC CHARACTERISTICS OF lEPs 

This sectioO presents survey findings regarding change from the prior 
year tQ the current year in the formatsi and other basic characteristics of 
lEPs* More specif ically,' it focuses on change in (a) the^ iXumber of pages* lEPs 
contained, (b) w^iethfer or not lEpsA^ere legible and easy to read, (c) the 
types of headings tl^y contained, (d) whe'ther or not their formats limited the 
number^of annual goals or short-terra objectives, (e) the extent to which i:heir t 
formats restricted the portion of the lEP presented for'parental approval, and 
(f) whether or not lEPs consisted of multiple documents? • 

A. Freljuency Distribution 6i lEPs by the Number- of Pages They Contained 

Though not of sufficient magnitude to be statistically "significant, there 

was some indication of an increased n4iraber,of pages, in the current year lEFs, 
^ The medium number of pages increased from 3 to 4 while the mean number of 

pages inc;:eas«d from 4,7 to 5.3. , This su§ge*stion of possible chaige occurred 

£or regular schools only. No change was noted in the number of pages in lEPs 

prepared for students in special education schools. 

More complete data, including associated standard errors, are provide<^ in 

Table A-1 of. Appendix A. ^ , 

* 

Proportion of lEPs that Were Legible and Reasonably Easy to Read 
The overall change in the proportion of I£Ps that 'were legible and reason* 
ably easy to read was relatively small with the proportion of ^handwritten lEPs" 
}.ncreasing by 4,6 percentage points while the proportion of t^ed lEPs decrjsased 
by 3 percentage points. Table 2.2 indicates onfe notfSble change in the propor- 
tion of lEPs that were typed as opposed to handwritten. While there was a 5.3 



' - Table 2.2 , 

DIFFERENCE, FRCIM PRIOR YEAR TO CURREKT YEAR, IN DISTRIBUTION OF lEPs 
ACROSS CATEGORIES OF READABILITY, BY REGULAR AND SPECIAL- SCHOOLS 

(In percentage points) 



Category of Legibility 


-7" 

Difference from Prior Year to Current Year 


Regular School Special School Totals 


1. lEP Typed and Legible 

2* lEP Handwritten , But' 
E^sy to Read 

3. lEP Handwritten^ and 
Difficult To Read 


-3;S +9\7 -3.0 
+5.3 -9 J +4.6 
t -0.8 -1.9 -0.9 



percentage poiht increase in the* proportion of regular school lEPs that were 
handwritten^ special education schools showed an opposite change by increasing 
(by 9*7 percentage , points) the proportion of lEPs that wert typed as opposed 
to handwritten. pdiiS 'change 'also is re'flected in. the 7.7 percentage point 
reductirbn in the proportion of handwritten but easy to read special school 
lEPs. It should be noted that these data for special schools are not statis* 
tically significant. . Another interesting detail is that for no student in the 
substudy .saAiple was his or her lEP for both years difficult to read. 

Table A. 2 in Appendix A provides associated standard errors ,for tfte data 
fi;oa which the above Vere derived- ' ^ 

C* ; proportion of lEPs that Cohtaiaed 'Specific Headings 

figure 2.1 portrays the amount, of change fr^ob the prior year to the 
current year in the percentage of lEPs that contained specific headings. 
While the amount of change and the nuiober of cades involv^ed generally was too 
small to make inferences about a|iy specific heading^ a definite move toward 
Increasing the number of specific headings on lEPs was indicated. More com** 
plete information is included ih Table A. 3. 

r 
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NOTE: Where no bars are shOwn^ no change occurred. 

Tigun; 2.1- Change from Prior Year to Current Year in Percentage of lEPs 
with Specific Heading^. 



D* Proportion of lEPs^that Limited the Nujnber of Annual Goals or Short-Term 
Objectives ^ ' . 

No significant diffetinoes between. the prior year and the current year 
lEPs of students in all three populations (regular schools^ special schools^ 
and total schooTs) wexe noted with respect to th^ existence of formats that 
limited the number of annual goals, however,* a slight improvement (7.7 per' 
centage points) was noted in providing lEP formats that did not limit the 
number of short-term objectives. This improvement took place in both regular 
school' and special sckool lEPs. These data are presented in Table 2.3. 
Associated standard errors are provided in Table A. 4. ' • 

Table 2.3 • • 

DIFFERENCE, FROM PRIOR YEAR TO CURRENT YEAR, IN THE DISTRIBUTION OF lEPs 
THAT LIMITED THE SPACE. FOR ANNUAL GOALS OR FOR SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES, 
• BY REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS 

(In percentage points) . ' ^ 



Formats That Limited The: 


Difference from Prior Year to Current Year 


Regular Schools Special Schools Total* 


Numbet of Annual Goals 

Number of Short-Term ^ 
Objectives 


+1.9 +3.8 V +2.1 
-7.9 '5.3 -7.7 



* 

E. Proportion of lEPs in Which the Format Restricted the Portion of the lEP 
Presented for Parental Approval 

As is shown in Table 2.4^ there was no significant change in the proportion 
of I£Ps for which parental approval would have been for the entire lEP. 
However, ^thd d^ta regarding tlie provision of a space in the lEP format for . ^ 
parenJtal approval or disapproval showed that the proportion of lEPs that did 
not have a place for parental approval decreased by seven percentoge points. 
The proportion of lEPs fot vtjich-parental approval would have been for the 
annual goals but not for the short-^term objectives increased by five percent- 
age points. Associated standard errors are provided in Table A. 5. No differ- 
ences were noted in lEPs from regular schools as compared with lEPs from 
special schools. 





Table 2. A - 

DIFFERENCE, FROM PRIOR TO CURRENT YEAR, IN THE DISTRIBUTION OF 
lEPs WITH VARIOUS FORMATS AS RELATED TO PARENTAL ^PROVAL 
''I .(In percen,tage points) 



Format GEprsification ' 


Differences from Prior 
Year to Current Year 


Approval (oj^disapproval) wouM have -been 
for' the vent ire lEP 

Approval l^oc disapprbval) would have been 
for annual goals but not for short-term 
objectives 

Approval (or disapproval) would have been 
for part but nqt all of the short-term 
objectives 

Approval (or disapproval) would have been 
for services to be provided but not for 
annual goals or short-term objectives 

Approval (or disapproval) would have been 
for some portion of the lEP, but could 
not determine what would have been 
approved *i 

No place for approval or disapproval was 
provided 


t +5.0 , 
-I.I 
+2.8 

-0.7 
-7.0 



/ 

F. Proportion of lEPs that Consisted of Separate lEPs from Different Teach- 
ers or Service Sources^ or of a Placement Document and an .Implementation 
^ Document 

Only a very small percentage of prior y^ar lEPs ilA perceat with a 
standard' error of 0,5) consisted of separate lEPs from different teachers or 
service^ sources. This percentage doubled for the current year to 2,4 percent 
(with a sjtandard error of 0,9), This change is not statistically significant; 
neither is the similar change in regular school lEPs. The change in special 
schools^ however^ was considerably greater^ from 1.3 percent (with a standard 
'error of 0,9) for the prior year to 6,3 percent (with a standard error of 3,1) 
for the current year. While not statistically significant^ these suggestions 
of changes likely reflect expanding services to handicapped students and 
provision of services by more than one teacher for a particular student. 



No difference? were noted in the percentage of lEPs that cojns^isted of a 
placement docunientland an iatpIementatioH document. % - ■ ^ 

,111., CHANGE FRO^ PRIOR YEAR TO CURRENT YEAR IN KINDS OF INFORMATION 

^ lEPs CONTAINED AND 'm.JfPM THIS INFORMATION- WAS PRESENTED - ' . 

This section discusses i:hange from the prior year to the current year in 
the kludd^f information contained in lEfs an3 in the mantrer in which this ^ 
information was presented. For'purposes of this discus^oti) tj^e contents of 
lEPs have been separated into two broad 'categories : (.^J ^the yll information 
items mandated by Section: 60Z of P,L. SU-IUZ] and (b) information not mandated 
by P.L,- SA^IU2. ' . ' 

A, Change^ in What Mandated Information Was Contained in lEPs and in How This 

Information Was Presented 
. ^ This subsection first provides data on change in the extent to which 
mandated information was presented in lEPs, apd then presents data- on changes 
in hpw this mandated and other closely-related information was presented^ 
• 1^ Extent to Which Mandated Information was Provided - 

As is portrayed in Figure 2.2, there was significant improvement . 
fr^ the .pt.rior to the current year ia the extent to wniqh several of the II 
items of irlformation mandated by the Act were included in iEPs, In particular, 
a larger proportion of current/ year lEPs included short-term objectives , 
proposed evaluation criteria , evaluation procedures j proposed evaluation 
schedules , ^and assurances of at least an. annual evaluation. 

, in general, these improvenients occurred in lEPs from both regular and 
special schools. One notable exception was the inclusion of evaluation cri^ 
teria'for determining' whether instructional objectives were being met, . While 
the proportion of regular school lEFs that included this type of information 
increased by 9 percentage ifoints, the proportigh^of special educatioji schpol 
lEPs with this information did not increase. Additional data agad' associated 
standard errors are included as *TabIe A<6/ ' v 

The igiprovemeats suggested above also are reflected in Figure 2,3, 
AdditxonfiL data and associated standard.^ertors** are presented in Ta,ble A. 7 • 
Although /the^ increase ^f percentage points in the pri)poi;tion of TEPs that 
incj-uded {all II of the mandated items of information is not significant, this 
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Figure 2.3. CiunuXative Percentages of lEPs by Number of Mandated Information Ar^eas^ 
X Contained in I£Ps.' > 4 . 
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increase contributed to the significant increases in tbe p'roportions of lEPs 
in whicb from-six or more to ten or more mapdated areas are included. While 
these increase^ occurred ip botb tegular and special scAol I£Ps^ one minor 
difference was noted. The .proportion of special school lEPs that included all 
11 maildated areas actu&lly decreased slightly for the current year. Howev6r^ 
this decrease was offset by a relatively large (IZ percentage points) increase 
ia the proportion t6at included'ten or more. mandated areas (see Table A. 7). 

As^was discussed in Volume III^ these 4^ta regarding the extent to^which^ 
maadate(l infonnation w^as included in lEPs represent quite generous intrerpreta- 
tions of what constitutes inclusion of the items of information. For conveni* 
ence^ the coding criteria by which these data were derived also are included 
in this volume on pages A.l and A. 2 of J^ppendix A. - ^ / 

Z,^ How Mandated and Related Infonnation W^re "Presented r 
ihi^ subsection discusses whether or not^^r to what extent^ change 
occurred frtfm the prior year .to the current year in how mandated and related 
information were presented in lEPs. Data were analyzed for the fallowing 
areas; ^ ' , *> ' 

a) Pres*ent-J_gvel-*of -educational -performance informatioiK^ ^ * 
Extent to whi<h lEPs contained some presentf^level-of-per- 
formance infonnation plus supporting data (e . g . ^ test 
results) . ^ 

Extent to which lEPs combined ^jresent-level-of-perfonnance 
.an format ion for at least "^hree academic or functional 
ateas. ^ / - 



1) 



2) 



3) ,^ Extent to which I^Ps contained present-level-o£-performanc& 
* ^ ^ information for at^ least pne academic or functional area 

where special educatioii' was ' found not to be required (ttius 
^ indicating ^3n a^rea ot normarty or strength). 

4) Extent ttf^w^ich' lEPs contained da''te(s),of assessment jj6 

« present le,vel of performance. ^ 

I ^ ■ j 

b) . Annual Goals. L 

1) " Average number of annual goals. y 

2) : Extent "to which annual goa/ls'were presented in order of 
, priority. , ' " ... 

c) Short-term oT>jectives. -^W v ' ' 

\) Average number of short^tSnn objectives: \^ 



2) Extent to which short^teno objectives apparently .were to 
be w6rked on throughout a full year (i.e., extent to which 
no information was included in the lEP to indicate that 
objectives were intended to be met in less than a full ^ 
school year) . 

Statement of Specific educational services to be provided, 

' ^ 

r) Extent tcy which a statement of specific educational services 
to be provided was listed under a rheading requesting such 
Information , 

Extent to which services-to-be-provided information was . 
presented by listing the goals and/or objectives to be met 
by the service* 

- 3^ Extent to which related services to be provided were 
listed. 

Statement of extent to which the student was expected to be 
able to participate in regular education programs. 
Projected date for initiation of services. 
1) Extent to which dates were , specif ically stated^ 
Z) Extent to which d^tes could be, inferred from dates given 
■for goals or objectives. 

3) ^ Extent to which dates would have had to be inferred from" 

the darte I£P was prepared. * 

4) Extent to which there was insufficient information upon 

which to base an inference. 

Anticipated duration of services* ^ 

/ 

1) Extent to which duration ^as specifically^ stated. 

2) Extent to which 'duration could be_ inferred from dates 

I* 

■ ^ given* for goals or objectives. , 

^) Extent to which duration vould have had to be inferred 
^ from headings that sta-ted that goals were "annual" ^goals. 
A) Extent to which lEP stated that/^ervic^ would be provided' 
' ■ *'as long as needed,'^- 

5) Extent , to which there was insufficient information upon- ^ 
v\ which to base an inference. 

^Pi^posed evaluation criteria. 

X) Extentf^ to which proposed evaluation criteria we^e provided 
for dke or more' short-t^rm objectives'. 

2.1A 



2) 
3) 
A) 
5) 



^Extent to which proposed evaluati'oa criteria were provided 



for 25 percent or mAre of the short-term ■ objectives. 

* J 

Extent to which propdsed evaluation criteria were KJfoviii^^ 
for 50 percent or more of the short-term objectives. 
Exteat to which proposed evaluation criteria were provided" 
for 75 percent or nore of the short-term objectives. 
Extent to which prop >sed -evaluat loo criteria were provided 
for $P perceAt * or^ itore of the short-tepn objectives* 
Proposed^^yaluatiOD procedures. 

1) Extent to which evaluation procedures were clear from 

^hort-t^rm Objectives.^ 
2^ Exteat to which evaluation procedure was a precise state- 

EDeot of how the evaluation should be cooducted-v 

3) Extent to which evaliation procedures would have had to be 
inferred from unclear statements x)r froflj unclear sh6rt-term 

'objectives * 

4) . Extent to which evi luation^ procedures for evaluating 

5 could not be inferred^because lEP 
nn objectives. ♦ , 

Proposed schedules for de lermining whether instructional objec- 
tives were being met^ 

Extent to which schedules were listed and ' specif ically 
referred to as being evaluation schedules. 
Extent to which evaration schedules could be inferred from 
ihe short-term objectives. 

Extent to which evaJLuatlon schedules would have had to be 
inferre^d from begicfning-of-treatment and end-of-treatment 
dates. 

Extent to which sc^iedulee were not stated and could not be 
' inferred^ 
Assaranc^e of at least ^n annual evaluation 

1) Extent to which ^11 of the short-terra objectives appeared 
^0 require at least an annual evalua^tion. 

2) Extent to which/some but not all of the short-term objec- 
tives appeared [to require at least an annual evaluation. 



&)iort-term objective 
.included no short-'te 



1) 

* 

2) 
3) 

A) 
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3) Extent to which none of the short-Kerro objectivas , appeared 
f ^ to require at least an annual evalujation. 

/ 4) Extent to which ^uch inform^ion was not provided and 
\ . could not be inferred. 
]^lXowiQ£ is a discussion* of each oT^tfieM- areas, 

a. Present-Level-of'-Educational-^Perforraance Inf orraation 
1 1 

^ Ho significant' change from ttie pi^ioi^ year ^o the current year 

was noted in any of the four items related to present-level-of -performance 
information. 

b. Aaaual Goals , 

No change was noted in the number of aaaual goals Qr in the 
extent to which acoHU'al goals wererpresented in order of priority, 
' c, Short-Term Objectives 

The median number of sbprt-term objectives in lEPs increased 
from 12 for prior year lEPs to 16 for current year lEPs, Themean number of 
short-term objectives in lEPs increased from 23 (with a standard etror of 1.6) 
for prior year lEPs to 31 (with a^ standard error of ^.3) for current year 
lEPs^ This change was a result of change in regular school lEPs; ther'e was no 
change in th^ average number of short-term objectives in special school lEPs. 

No clfcnge was noted in the proportion of objectives that apparently were 
tote workfed on throughout a full year- 

d. Statement of Specific Services to be Provided 

No changes was noted in how specif ic-educational-s^rvices-tci- 
be-provided information, was entered in IEPs» or in the extent to which related 
services were likted. - \ ' 

e. Statement OyT Extent to Which the Student was Expected to be^ 
Able^td Participate in^^Regular^ Educational Programs 

^ No '^igaificant diffc^nce was noted in the statement of extent 

^to which the student was expected to be able to participate in regular educa-* ' 
tion programs.. ^ 

f . Projected Date. for Initiation of Services 

As is showa in Table 2.5, there was a change from the prior to 
the curtent year in ihe proportion of lEPs (8.7 peifcentage points) that provided 
,a clear indication of th4 beginning date of service. The gain in total school 
lEPs and regular school > lEPs is important since the gain resulted from a 
decrease of aine percentage^ points in the proportj^on of lEPs in v^ich the 
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Table 2^5 



, DIFFERENCE, FROM PRIOR YEAR TO CURRENT SEAR, IN THE DISTRIBUTION 

OF lEPs BY DEGREE'OF SPECIFICITY OF THE STATEtJENT OF BEGINNING 
DATES OF SERVICE A? CONT^NED IN lEPs, BY REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS 
^/ *' (In percentage points) ^ % 



Statement of Begicmiag 

Date of Ser*vice 



Regular 
Schools 



Special 
Schools 



Total 



Was specifically stated 

Co^uld be inferred from dates 
gi/?'en for goals or objectives 

Had to be inferred ^rom date 
lEP was prepared V 

*> 

There was insufficient 
informatiTon upop which 
to base an inference 



+8.6 



+1.2 



•9. a 



•0.7 



r +10.7 



•10.7 



•1.1 



+0.9 



+8.7 



+0.7 



•8.6 



•0 ..6 



a/ 



See Table A. 8 for related measures and their standard errors. 



beginning date of service would have had to be inferred from the date the lEP 
was {^repar^d. ,0i^ the other hand^ the suggested gain in special schools re* 
suited primarily from a decrease of 10.7 percent in the proportion of lEPs 
thart provided the beginning date of services .by listiftg the date(s) on which 
work would begin toward meeting the short<*teini] objectives. However, because 
of the high standard errors^ these special school data are not significant. 
Tbe^above indicates chat^ particularly ^or regular schools, the beginning 'date 
of service in current year lEPs is more, clearly stated than in the prior year 
lEPs, 

g. Anticipated Duration of Service 

There was no significant change in how anticipated-duration-of- 
serviee information was pr&sented. ^ 

h. Proposed Evaluation Criteria 

There was no significanrt change in how proposed eva^luation 
criteria were presented in lEPs. 

i. Proposed Evaluation Procedures - 
As is shown in Table 2.6^ a sligi^t change occurred in the 

proportion of lEPs that provided more specific statements of procedures ,for 



i 
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Table 2.6 



DIFFERENCE, FROM'PRIOR JTEAR TO' CURRENT YEAR, IN THE DISTRIBUTION OF lEPs 
BY DEGREE OF SPECIFICITY OF THE 'STATEMENT OF- THE EVALUATION PROCEDURES 

FOR THE SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES, BY REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS-^ 

(In percentage points) 



Difference from Prior Year to Current Year 



Statement of the 
Evaluation Procedure 



Regular 
'Schools ' 



Special 
Schools 



Total 



PjTOcedure was clear frbm'the, 
short-term objectives * 

Procedure was a precise state- 
ment of how the evaluation 
should be conducted 

Procedure had to be inferred 
from Unclear statements or 
unclear short-term objectives 

Procedure could not be inferred 
because it- ^as not stated and 
lEP had no short-term objectives 



+7.0" 



M +3.1 



•6.4 



-3.6 



•1J3*6 



1.5 



+ 10.9 



+ 1.3 



+6.1 



.+ 2.8 



-5.6 



-3.4 



See Table A. 9 for related measures and their standard errors. 



determiaing whether instructional objectives^ were being met. There was an 
increase of 8.9 percentage points (6.1 plus 2.8) in the proportion of lEPs in 
which the procedures were »clear from the short-term obje^itives* or 'from d 
precise statement of how the evaluat^lon should be conducted^ However, as also 
shown in the table, there was some indication of an opposite tendency in lEPs 
from special schools^- ''The chang*es ' in special school data> however, we're not 
sufficiently large to be considered statistically significant. 



j * ' Proposed Schedules^ for Determining Whether Instj:uctional*dbjec- 
tives were Being Met 

1^ There was a change from the prior year to the current year in , 

the proportion ^o,f lEPs in which the proposed evaluation schedule for determining 
whether the instructional objectives were being met was either specifically 
stated or could be inferred from the short-term objectives As is shown in- 
Table 2.7) the increase was 7.6 percentage points (3.4 plus 4.2*)* As witli 
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Tdble 2.7' 

DIFFERENCE, FRpM PRIOR TO CURRENT YEAR,' IN THE DISTRIBUTION OF lEPs BY DEGREE 
OF SPECJFIClbr OF THE STATEMENT OF THE EVALUATION SCHEDULE FOR EVALUA;ri^G , 
SHORT-TERM OBptCTIVES AS CONTAINED IN lEPs , BY REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS-'^ 
1 (In percentage points) 



Statement Best 

Describing ! * 
Evaluation Schedule 


Difference from Prior to Current Year 


Recular SDeci^I * 

Schools ' Schools Total 


t 

Schedule was spejcifiodlly stated 
££s being the evaJLuation schedule 

i 

Schedule could be inferred from 
the short-term objectives 7 

Schedule had to be inferred 
from beginning-of-treatment 
and end^of-treatment dates 

Schedule was neither stated 
nor implied ^ ; 


+3.7 -2. a +3.4 
+4.8 ■ -6.0 ' +4.2 

-0.4 +9.7 ' ' -oil 
-8.1 -1.7 '-7.8. 



See Table A. 10^ for associated standard errors. 



evaluation procedures , this improvement appeared^ only in lEFs from regular 
schools . WHile the degree of change in these data for special education . 
school's was not statistically significant^ there was some indication of aa 
opposite tendency in lEPs from these scho6ls. 

k. Assurance of at Least an Annual Evaluation 

An 8.1 percentage point increase (see Table 2.8) was shown in 
the proportion of lEPs in which a^ll of the short"tejnn objectives appeared to 
require at Jeast an annual evaluation. This change also is reflected in the 
7.9 percentage point reduction in tl^e proportion of lEPs in which -such infor- 
mation was not given and could not be inferred. .The types of changes noted 
above took place with regular school lEFs; they did not occur in special 
education school lEPs- 

B. Change' in Wriat Konmandated Information Wafs Contained in lEPs and How 
This Information Was Presented 

Fot both the prior year and current year IEPs> there was a direct rela- 
tlojfiship between the types of nonmandated information headings included in 
IEPs and the types of nonmandated* information provided. While the same general 



Table 2.8 

4 

DIFFERENCE, FROM PRIOR TO CURRENT YEAR, IN THE DISTRIBUTJON OF lEPs 

BY DEGREE TO WHICH lEP INDICATED THAT AN ANNUAL EVALUATION OF 
SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES WAS REQUIRED, BY REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS 

(In percentage. points)' 



Statement of Annual 

^Evaluation of y 
Sbort*Terin Objectives 



Difference* from l^rior to Current Year 



Regular 
Schools 



Special 
Schools 



Total 



All of the ^short-term objectives^ 
appeared to require at iMst an 
annual evaluation 

Some but not all of the sh(>rt- 
term objectives appeared to 
require at^ least an annual 
evaluation 

None o^f the short-term objec* 
tives required at least an 
annual evaluation 

Such information was not given 
and could not be inferred 



+8.5 

0.0 

-0.1 
-8.2 



+0.9 

4 

-O.I 

+0.4 
-I.O 



+8.1 

-O.I 

-Q.1 
-7.9 



i/ 



See Table A. 11^ for associated standard errors, 



types of such information (e.g.^ student*s age and grade^ rationale for place- 
ment) personnel responsible for service^ participants in the lEP process) were 
contained in both prior and current yearV lEPs there was a general tendency 
' toward' providing more nonmandated information in current year lEPs. Vhile 

f 

the amotmt d^f change for specific items generally was too small to be signifi- 
cant) the tendency toward including such information is clear. Several differ*, 
enc^s were sufficiently large ^to be suggestive of change. As is shown in 
appendix Table A. 12) the proportit»n of lEPs that included the student^s age or 
birth date increased 7 percentage joints ^ the proportion that included the 
student^s race i-ncr^sed S.S percentage points^ the proportion that included a 
listing of participants in the lEP process increased by 8.7 percentage p(»ints^ 
and the proportion that included parental approval increased by 10.3 percentage 
points* In general^ these changes occurred in both regular and special school 
lEPs^ -One possible exception was parental approval which decreased in special 
^ education school lEFs by 8.3 percentage points. However^ this latter datura is 
not statistically significant. 
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IV. CHANGE FROM PRIOR TO CtFRRENT YEAR IN WHO PARTICIPATED 
IN THE DEVELOPMENT AND. APPROVAL OF lEPs 




is shown in Table 2.9, there was^ a considerable increase in the propor- 
tion of lEPs that indicated participation in the lEP process by the various " 
personnel categories. The exception was the proportion that indicated partirci- 
pation of ancillary personnel and student^. Not only did the proportion of, 
lEPs ^increase fbr participation ' in the lEP process's but also thfe proportion of 
lEPs sigarf by the personnel types increased. Probably the most significant 
improvement was in the proportion of lEPs that indicated representation in. the 
JEP*proce,ss by the three types of personnel mandated by P.L. 94-142; teachers^ 
LEA administrative representatives ; parents ^ guardians,, or surrogates , For 
the prior year, ofaly 29 percent of the lEPs' indicated participation by all 
three of these personnel type^ in the lEP process. For the current year^ this 
proportion increased to 37 percent of the lEPs *(an 8 percentage-point increase) 



Table 2.9 

DIFFERENCE, FROM PRIOR TO CURRENT YEAR, IN PROPORTION 0^ lEPs THAT 
SHOWED EVIDENdE OF PARTICIPATION BY VARIOUS CATEGORIES OF PERSONNEL 

(In percentage points) - , 



Difference from "Prior to Current Year 



Categories of Participants 



Participant 

in the 
lEP Process 



Si^er 
of the lEP 



Teachers and therapists 
Administrative personnel ^ 
Parents 

Mandated personnel (at least 
one person from each of the 
three above categories)' 

Ancillary p'ersonnel ' 

Student " 

Could not classify and others 



+ 8 
+ S 
+11 

+ 8 
+ 1' 
+ 1 
+ 6 



+ 9 
+11 
+12 

+ 8 

+ 1 

+ 1 

"+ 6 



can be seen from Tables A, 13 and A.IA, the increased participation 
noted, 9bove occurred primarily in regular school' lEPs. H4 similar increase 
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was noted in special education schpolr^ lEPs, While the proportion of prior 
year special education school lEPs th^\ indicated participation by the various 
personnel types exceeded the proportion of regular school lEPs that injlicated 
participation, for the current year the proportion of regular school lEPs 
increased to the point of being equivalent to the ^oportion of special school 
lEPs* — ' ^ . 

V- CHANGES IN THE TYPES OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND 
RELATED SERVICES SPECIFIED IN lEPs 

Special education services generally were specified in lEPs in the form 

of statements of need and the goals and objectlvtif's intended to meet those 

1 ■* t 

needs- Related services, on the other hand, generally were documented as 
explicit statements of the type of services to be provided. This section 
discusses changes f i^om Jthe prior year to the current year in the- types of 
special education and related services specified in lEPs by (a) discussing 
change in the 'proportion of lEPs that listed need statements* goals, and 
objectives; and (b) discussing change in the proportion of lEPs th^t listed 
varlojus types of related services. 

A. , Chanj^es in Need Statements< Goals^ and Objectives ^ 

Change in the proportion of lEPs that reflected services to be provided 
.by including need stat^ents, goals, and objectives already has been discussed 
in Section III, For example, it was noted (see Figure 2.2) that the proportion 
of lEPs that included annual goals increased by 4,7' percentage points, and the 
proportion, that included short-term objectives increased by 6.5 percentage 
points. The analysis in this present section relates to change by academic 
and functional areas. No change was, noted in ^le proportion' of lEF^ that 
included need statements for any specific academic^ or functional area. Neither 

yas change noted in the proportion that included annual goals for any specific 

I* 

^academic or functional area. There was only one change in the proportion of 
lEPs that, deluded short^'term objectives for specific academic or functional 
areas, . The proportion of lEPs that included objectives for reading or oral or 
wriJ^ten language increased from 57.6 (with a standard error of 2.6) for the 
prior year to 67.8 (with a standard error of 2.5) for the current year. 

5o 



Changes in Related Services 

No changes fronj the prior to the current year was noted in the proportion 
of lEPs that listed related serviced ^ or in the types of related services that 
were listed. 

■ ■ ■ . > • ■ r 

VI. CHANGE FROM PRIOR TO CURRENT YEAR IN INFORMATIVENESS 
AND INTERNAL CONSISTENCY OF lEPs 



All lEPs that included at least bne' statement of need, annual goal, or 
short-term objectwe were analyzed to determine the change from the prior to 
the current year in thef distribution of lEPs containing various combinations 
of need statements, goa'ls, and objectives in selected arcademic and functional 
areas. Since, to be informative and internally consistent^' there should be a 
direct Relationship between the objectives, the goals, and .the areas of need 
indicated in the lEP, this analysis of the relationships was intended to 
permit conclusions to be drawn regarding changes in in forma tiveriess and 
internal consistency. 

Only a few randoia differences were noted. As can be seen/ip appendix 

r r 

Table A. 15, the following changes from the prior to the current year took 
place: 

a) The proportion^ of lEPs that contained need stateni^nts, goals, and 

objectives in the area of reading or oral or wrijtt^n English In- 

^ , ^' ■ 

creased by l^lj^^^centage points, f/ \ 

b) The proportion of lEPs that contained, in the a^ea of social adap- 
tation , only goals and objectives (but no , statem^Qt of need) in- 

^ creased by 10 percentage points, ^ . ^ 

c) The proportion of lEPs that contained, for^ vocalpi^nal/prevocational , 

' ■■ ^ ■* 

only goals and objectives (bu^t no statement of n^ed) increased by IS 
percentage points* 

No definitive statement can be made, based on these findings j regarding 
change i^^lnformitiveness and internal consistency. While the Increased- pro- 
portion of lEPs in whjLch needs, goals, and objectives are listed for reading ^ 
or oral or written English Indicated increased informatlveness and internal 



^ ' Proportions were basVd^pn lEPs that contain'ed at least one need statement, 
one goal> one objective , or^ome combioatjion thereof for the particular academic 
or functional area* ▼ ' ■ , ' 

; 243- '* « " , 



consistency in that academic area^ tjp s^ch . improvement could be noted in other 
areas . - ^, * * * ' ^ ' ' ' ^ ' 

The exploratory investigation into -ca^tegorizing lEPs ^acc^rding to degree 
of inf ormatiyeness and internal consistency (s^e ^Volume III^ Chapter 7) was_ 
exteaded ^o make comparisons between t}ie priox year and current^ year lEPs. 
The fiadiagS or this substudy are' presented in A^ppendix A. pages A,21-A*2A* 
As aoted in the appendix^ two types of general improvements w^re noted in lEPs 
from the prior year to the current year* First, there was'some imprpvement" in 
'informatiyeness. of lEPs^s indyrated by an increase in the inclusion of infor- 
mation, mandated -by the 4ct Ce*g. , preseot-level-of *J>erf ormance infooaatwn, 
^annual goals, short-term objeqtives^ beginning date and duration of service). 

Second) there was ^n improvement in one measure of injternal consistency; that 

*^ ^ 

is, a larger proportion of lEPs included ^t l^ast one instance of listing a 
short-term objective that related to an annual goal that related to an area o.f 
indicated need. * * ' ■ 

■ * p # 

VII. CHANGE FROM THE PRIOR YEAR TO THE CURRENT YEAR IN SERVICE 
SETTINGS AND.' PROPORTION OF TIME iK SERVICE SET;fINGS 

There was no change from the prior yeaj: to the current year in the pro- 
portion of regular school' handicapped students receiving special eduction in 
various service settings (e*g* , regular classroom, resource room» self-con- 
tained class). Neither was there any change in the average number of hours 
per week that students assigned t^ tl^ese settings spent ^in these settings* 
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' Chapter 3 



Level 2 Retrospective I^ongitudinal Subst^^ ^^^din^s 

I.- METHODOLOGY AND- DESCRIPTIOK OF THE SAMPLE 

* -* * 

P ' " * ' ? 

.A* ^ Survfey Methodology . - ' 

The Level 2 'Sub study sai^le consisted of 61 students from 61 -schools' in 
25 sCJi(>ol districts. This sample^ a^siibsample of the Basic Survey sample, mas 
Selected according to the procedures described in Chapter 4 of Volume ,11, The 
substudy sui^ey enjoyed a 100 percent response rate in that all selected 
districts an(f schj^^s participated. It should be noted that the small' size of 
t^e Level 2 Sample di'd nbt permit sufficient precision to make* natj^onal esti-* 
mates of the I^vel 2^ Substudy findings. ,As result, the counts and propor-* 
tions presented and discussed, in this chapter are unweighted sample datS^ ^ 

D^ta for/the. Level 2 Substudy were Collected during site visits to^ the 

subsample jof 25 school districts. . The visits were made by RTI professional 

staff members and consultants froP) the J'rank Porter* Graham Child Development 

Center^ University of North Carolina a^.^Chapel" Hill. Each visit ^consisted of 

the .collection of al,l .data for tije Basic Survey (as is described in Volume II) 

and> in addition, of interviews^ objservations , and study of school records to 

obtain m^re specific Information for the Level 2 Substudy sample. - 

'The site visits were conducted in accordance with the Level 2 Site-Visit 
* ' * * 

Protocol presented Appendix As noted in the protocol ^ ^che Level 2 <jata 

collection activities included unstrilctured interviews with' school district 

special education personnels 4nd with tne sample s^udents^ teachers ,*parepts , 

and other relevant school ^pej^sonnel. In addition, pertinent informatiit^n was 

obtained |)y observing classrooms and,t>y reviewing each sample student's school r 

records' ^o .obtain infonnatioa for detjsrmining the^ student' s current special 

education program, ^e interview^ observation, and school record data wer^ 

used to define the special, education and*related services received by eacR 

sample student for' both the oilurent y^ar and tjiie prior yeai<^". 

Most of th^ data .fot answering the research que^ioris^ were either entered 

on the data entry forufe included in the Site'-J/lsit Protocol (see Appendi:i B) 

or documented as narrative summacies, Vdk remaining required data, wer^ obtai^ned 

from the: lEPs ,and various questaQOilaires collected as a part c^f the Basic 

Survey. / , ^ ^ * ^ ' 
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Description of the Sample 

The 61 students in the Level 2 Substudy sample were selected from 61 
schools in 25 school districts in 17 states. Following is a summary of descrip- 
tive information regarding the schools apdtthe student sample. 

1* Scllaol Descriptive Information 

The' schools from which the Level 2 Substudy students were selected 
included 8 special e<fUcation schaols and S3 regulAj:^^gj&hools. The urban/rural 
locations of these schools are shov^j^ in Table 3.1. 



Table 3.1 
LOCATION OF SAMPLE SCHOOLS 



Size of City or Town 



Htunber of 
Regular 
Schools 



Number of 
Special 

Education 
Schools 



A small rural or farming community 

A small city or town of under 50,000 that is 
'not a subttrb of a city of 50,000 or over 

A city of 50,000-200;000 ;that is fiot a- suburb 
of a city of more than 200,000 

The suburb of a city of 50,000-200,000 

A city of .200,000-500,000 that is not a suburb 
of ^ city of more than. 500, 000 

The suburb of ^ cit^ x>f 200 ,000-500 ,6oO 

A ^city of over 500,000 

A suburb of a city oT over 500,000 

: J 



10 
15 

> 

11 

• A ■ 

3 

'3 
3 
A. 



1 

0 

2 

Co 



The number of sti^^s in the sample schools ranged from 72 to 4,700, 
with an* average 3tud^qMpody of 738. ^^The number of handicapped students in 
the 53 regular schools ranged from one to 1S8 with the ^erage being 37^ The 
number^, of handicapped students in the special education schools ranged from 69 
to^ ^41^ with the averag,e beidg 193. The average annual per-pupil expenditure\ 
in the 25 school districts ranged fro;ii $1,000 to $2,743 with a nSean of $1,643. 

2* Student Descriptive Information * ' 

The age> grade^ and^ race distributions of the 61 Level 2 Substudy 
sttirfedt-s are shown in Tables 3.2,* 3.3. and 3.4/ resp^ectively . 



■ Table 3.2 

SAMPLE STUDENT AGE DISTRIBUTION, 



* Number of 
Age Students 


■ Number of 
Age Students 


- , Number 'of, • 
A^e Studertts 


6 '3 ^ 

7 * 3 . 

8 ' 3 ' 

9 '.7 
' 10 A 


.11 : - > ^A 

12 6 

13 ^ 6 

lA . . 5 ' 
15 ^ 6 


16 5 

17 ■ 3 

18 3 ■ 

19 / 2 , 

20 . ^ 1 


I * 

! 

,.SA 


Table .3.3 
HPLE STUDENT 6RADE DISTRIBUTIOil*' 


Number of 
Grade Students 


KUmber of 
Grade. Students 


- Number of 
Q^a4!e Students 


K 1 

1 - 3 

2 5 

3 3 
A 5 


5 3 ' • 
,> 6 8 

7 3 

8 A 

9 5 


10 ' 3 ■ 

11 . 6 
*12 2 

Ungraded 10 



The sex distribution of th^ saniple is 37 male& and 24 females. 

Table. 3. A 
SAMPLE STUDENT RACE DISTRIBUTION 





■* — : — 


. Race ' * 


J Number of 
Students 






Asian or Pacific Island 
.Black, not Hispanic^ 
Hispanic 

Vhite, not Hispanic' 


" 1 • 
13 ■ 
3 

■ AA 






■i ' 



The handicapping conditions of the 6l sample students are" tabulated in 
Table 3*5. Since eight of the students h^d multiple handicaps, the numbers 
total more than 61. ' * 



7t ' ^ 



Ta 
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\ SAMPLE STUDENT HANDICAPPING CONDITION DISTRIBUTION 



' HandicappiDft Cottdition 



Nuriber of Students by 
Severity of th^ Handicap 



^Students with Single Handipap ' 

^ ^ " *. 

Mentally' retarded 

Learning di^stbled 
£aiotioba44y d^stu^rbed 
. Ef^feech ^irapaired 
Deaf or hard of hearing . 
Orthop,eda(:alLy impaired" (crippled) 
Muscular distrophy 
^ Perceptually impaired. 

Students yith^ Multiple H^iidicaps 

I^^enti'tly^ retarded 

^ ^ - . ?' ^ 
Ljsatnijig^disabled ^; 

-Eraotiroually distufBed • 

Speech ;Lppaired 
% - 

Dfiaf or hcafatii^of hearing y 
* ♦ 7*ai = ^ 

Orthopedlc^ly^ifflpa i red ' (c ripp led) 
Mufecul ar >sti^t rophy 
Perceptually impaired . 



EMR 
8 

Mild 
12 



EMR 

^ A 

Mild 
3 
1 
4 



TMR 
5 

Moderate 
7 
2. 



TMR 



S/P 



Severe 
A 
1 
1 
1 



S/P 



Moderate Severe 



1 ^ 
1 
1 
1 
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C. Ovfirview'of the Balance of the Chapter 

The balance of this chapter presents answers to the questions addressed 
by the substudy. Section II jde&cribes t&e special' education services provided 
as'compared to services specified in lEPs. Section III discusses the degree 
of p^iht^^l familiarity with their children's lEPs, Section IV sumiilarizes 
additional pertinent findings regarding school and school district policy and 
resource factors. 

II. ' SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES PROVIDED AS COMPARED 
' ^ TO SERVICES SPECIFIED IN lEP 

This section provides a summary of^the data collected in the Level 2 
Subs^u47 regnding two, , research questions. These questions are: 

a) What is the nature of the special education and related serviced 
\ tniat students in the subsample actually received? 

How do the special education services actually received by students 



' b) 



in the subsample compare with those services specified in the stu- 



dent's lEPs? ' 

The balance of this 'section provides detailed answers to these questions. 
Section A discusses the Assessment 6f present levels of educational performance, 
Section discusses the special education and related services, Section C 
discusses the annual feoals and short-term objectives, Section D compares the 
prior year services with the prior year lEPs, and Sectiori E provides a summary 
<H comparison of, actual programs with programs as documented in t&e lEPs, 

A- Assessment of Present Levels of Educational Performance 

The Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (P-L, 94-142) 
states that the lEP shall include a. statement of the present levels of educa- 
tional performance of the child. This subsection discusses the types of 
assessments conducted for the 61 students in the sample^ the currency of the 
assessments, the assessment results^ how the actual assessments compared with 
^sessment information in the lEPs^ and apparent reasons for any differences 
between the actual assessment and the assessment as specified in the IEPs< 
1> " ^ypes of Assessments Conducted 

Based upon data^obtained from the teachers of the 61 safnple student:s^ 
vai^ious combinations of nine general categories of assessment wera^ use^d to 
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^ determine the present levels of functioning for the sample students. These 

general categories of assessment , along with the specific instruments or 
, techniques typically used for each, are listed in Table 3-6. 

Fifty-six of the 61 saniple students received some type of, academic assess- 
ment . The number of students receiving each of the general categories of 
academic assessment are shovm in Table 3*7. The -numbers total more than 56 
because some students received more than one category of academic assessment. 
Table 3-8 shows the number of students who receives! none^ one^ two^ three^ and 
all four of the categories' of academic assessment. 

Twenty of the 61 sample students received some type of functional assess- 
ment . The' number of students receivifig each of the general categories of 
functional assessment is shown in Table 3,9- The numbers total more than 20 
because some students received more than one category df afunctional asses*s- 
ment. Table' 3.10 shows the distribution of students by number of categories 



of functional assessment. 



Following are several summary statements that help d&scribe the types of 
assessments conducted for^ the 61 sample students, 

a) The assessme^nt of present level of performance ^f 29 students , con- 
sisted solely of achievement testing and/or teacher-based assessment. 

b) ^ Eleven additional students' assessments consisted solely of various 

other combinations of otig^to three of the four categories of academic 
assessment , 

c) Thirteen students were assessed in one or two of the four categories 
of academic assessment plus one or two of the five functional assess- 

^ ment categories, ^ * ^ ^\ 

d) Three students were assessed in two or three of the four categories 
of academic assessment ^us two to five of the functional Assessment 
categories , , " 

e) Five students* assessments consisted solely of one (three. cases) or 
three (two cases) of the functional assessment categories, 

y 2*. Currency of Assessments of Present Levels of Performance 

Based upon data obtained from the teachers of the 61 sample students^ 
the asse^to^nts of. present levels of functioning were reasonably current , 
V Table 2,11 provides a breakdown of the school years in which the assessments 
topk place. It should be noted that a maj6r reason for the large number of r 
1977*78 school year assessments appeared to be that certain standardized tests 
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Table 3.6 



GENERAL ASSESSME!)T CATEGORIES MID SPECIFIC INSTRUMENTS* 
OR TECIflttQUEl^ TVPICALLY USED FOR EACH 





General Assessment 
Category ^ 


Specia^l Instruments or 
Techniques Tyrrically Used 




Academic Assessments; 
1* Achievement Tests 


Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT) 
Peabody Individfial Achievement Test (PIAT) 
Key Math Diagnostic Arithmetic Test" 


2. 


Ability Tests 


Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) . 
Boehm Test of B^sic Concepts 
California, Tests of Basic Skills (CTBS) 


3. 


Int^JIdigence Tests 


Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-^ 

Revised (WISC-R)^ 
Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale 




Teacher^Based Assessnients ^ 


«t * 
Teacher observations and impressions 
Daily anecdotal reports 
Teacl\er*made tests and checklists 


Funct 
• 5. 


ional Assessments; 
Speech Assessments 

/ 


Goldman^Fristoe Test of Articul^ation 
Deep Test of Articulation (MacDonald) 
Screening Deep Test of Articulation 

(MacDonald) 
Northwestern Syntax Screening Test * 
Informal speech screens 


6. 


Hearing Assessments 


Test of Auditory Comprehension of Language 
Auditory Discrimination Test (Wepman) 
Audiometer 

General auditory discrimination sci^eens 


' 7. 


Vision Assessments 


Snelling^ Visual Screen 
Informal, visual screen 




Adaptive. Behavior and 
Projective Assessments ^ 


Vineland Social Maturity Scale-^ 
Rorsbach Ink Blot Test 

r 


' 9, 


Generafl Medical ^Qd Motor 
Assessments 

( 


General medical examinations and screening 
' Fine and gross motor assessment 
Psychomotor screening 
Ro&ner Perceptual Survey 









Table 3.7 

MUHBER OF STUDENTS RECEIVING *EACH CATEGORY OF ACADEMIC ASSESSMENT 



Academic Assessment 
Category 



Number^of Students 
J Assessed 



Achievement 
Ability 
Intelligence 
Teacfaer~Based 



Al 

15 
2A 



<s^- — 

• Table 3.8 

DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS BY NUMBER OF ACADEMIC ASSESSMENT CATEGORIES 



Number of Academic 
, Assessment Categories 



Number of 
Students 



None of the 4 Types 

1 of the 4 Types 

2 of the 4 Types 

3 of the 4 Types 

4 of the 4 Types 
Total ' 



5 
30 
21 

5 
_0 
61 



Table 3'.9 • _ 

NUMBER OF STUDENTS RECEIVING EACH CATEGORY OF FUNCTIONAL ASSESSMENT 



Functional Assessment 
Categories 


Number of 
Studeats 


Speech 

Hearing # - 
Vision ^ 

* 

Personality and Projectives 
General Medical and Motor 4kk^ * 


10 

8- 
3 
8 

9 ' 
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Table 3.10 

DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS BY KUMBER OF FUNCTIONAL ASSESSMENT CATEGORIES 



Number of Functioaal 
Assessment Categories 



Number of 
Students 



None of the 5 Types 

1 of the 5 Types 

2 of the 5 Types 

3 of the 5 Types 

4 of the 5 Types 

5 of the 5 Types 

TOTAL 



40 
11 
6 
2 
1 

61 



Table 3-11 ' , 

CURRENCY OF ASSESSMENTS OF PRESENT LEVELS OF FUNCTIONING 



Date of Assessment 


Number of XBases 


During 1978-79 School Year 

During 1977-78 School Year 

Part of assessment during 1977-78, 
and part during 1978-79 

During 1976-77 School Year 

During 1975-76 School, year 

* 


r 

32 

4 / 25 

2 • 
2 



are routinely a<iiDinistered at the end of the school , year , . This is supported 
by the fact that, i>£-^ifejr"25''^^5ases listed in Table'3,11, where^alf or part of , 
the assessment to(Au,p4ace during the 1977-78 school year, 18^ cases showed at 
least part of the assessment taJcing plice between April and July of 1978, 
3< Results of Assessments o-f Present Levels of Performance 

Comparison of teacher reports and lEPs indicated a high level of 
agreement as to the results of the assessments of present levels of perfor- 
mance. Table 3,12 indicates the number of sample students who, according to 
,the assessment? results, needed special education in various academic and func- 
tional areas, Al3o listed for each academic and f^unctional area is the nui^er 
of students who ^ according to the assessments results^ did not need special 
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Table 3.12 

NUMBER OF STUDENTS HAVING NEEDS, NUMBER NOT HAVING NEEDS, AND. 
NUMBER HAVING BOTH STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES 
. IN EACH ACADEMIC AND FUNCTIONAL AREA ' 









- Number of Students 


Number of Students 


Number of Students 




for Whom Assessment 


For Whom Assessment 


For Whom Assessment 




Indicated Need 


for 


Indicated No Need for 


Indicated Both Strengths 


Academic or Functional Area 


. Special Education 


Special Education 


And Weaknesses — ■ - 






Reading or Oral or Written 


• 23 




0 


22 


1 Id ^uc Ilia ^ ^ 9 


21 




I , 


. 20 


Science 


■ I . 




0 . 


0 


Social Science 


2 




0 


0 


General Academic 


*I3 




2 


8 


Other Academic 


I 




3 


3 


Social Adaptation 


8 




,9 


7 


Self-Help Skills 


• 2 




' 7 


0 


Emotional ^ 


^ ' ,1 




I 


0 


Physical Education 


I 




' 3 ' 


0 • 


Motor Skills 


5 




5 


0 


Speech 


10 




3 , 


k 


Visual Activity 


6 




6 


; 2 


Hearing 


6 




) 6 


0 


Vocational/ Pre vocational 


k 




^0 - 


3 


Other (Physical Handicap) 


■ I 




0 










4 







O 



5 



V 



4 



education. The third column in the table gives the number of students^ who ^ 
according, to the assessment results^ both needed and did not need special 
education in a particular academic or functional area. This is because each 
area represents a rather broad catego]fy . For example ^ under .mathematics ^ a 
student's assessment might indicate a need for special help in subtiraction^ 
but might indicate that special instruction is not needed in addition. 

In 55 of the 61^ cases^ the assessment- results appeared realistic based 
upon the types of assessments used. In six cases^ the lEP listed some assess-^ 
ment results in academic or functional areas where neither the lEP nor the 
teacher indicated that assessments Had been provided. For example^ several 
lEPs indicated^ by includi*ng entries in a checklist format^ that the student's 
performance wak average in visual perception^ motor coordination^ and speech. 
However^ the teacher did not indicate that assessment in those areas took , 
place. Neither 4id the lEP give any clue as to the source of the information^ 
Since these possible discrepancies were not noticed during the teacher inter- 
views^ the reason for them is not known; 

In 33 ^cases^ at least p^rt of the assessment results was^ given in grade 
equivalencies , 

4. How .Actual Teacher Reported Assessment Coiitpared With Assessment 
Information on the lEPs 

To compare the actual assessments of present levels of performance 
(ba^ed on information provided by the teachers of the sample students) with 
the assessment information listed on the lEPs^ the following questions were 
addressed. 

a) In how many cases was the actual assessment provided basically 

' I 

identical to. that specified in the lEP? 

b) In how many cases did the actual assessment exceed that specified in 
the lEP? 

, c) In how many cases did the assessment^ specified in the lEP exceed the 
.actual assessment? . ** 

In how many cases did the lEP provide data to support the statement 
of present level of functioning? 
^e) In how many cases' did the lEP provide the assessment dates? 
Table 3.13 summarizes data that answers the first three questions. For 
the 22 cases where the actuil assessment exceeded that specified in the lEP^ 
the differences genefrally were not particularly significant. Often the 
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Table 3.13 



ACTUAL ASSESSMENTS COMPARED WITH ASSESSMENTS SPECIFIED IN THE lEPs 



Type Conipa'Hsoti ^^y^ 


1 

Number of Cases 


^ 

Actual assessment matched that specified in lEP , 

Actual assessment exceeded that specified in lEP 

Assessmept specified in exceeded actual 
assessment . ' 

Actual assessment was different from but basicalfy 
equivalent to that specified in lEP 

Total 


37 
22 

" 0 

_2 
61 



difference w^s as simple as the lEP listing assessment results but not providing 
th^name of the as^s^ssment instrument or method. In other cases^ the~ teachers 
might have named four or five instruments that actually were use(i^ and the I^P 
lists only a portion of those instruments. In no <;a^e did the lEP list sigr ^ 
ni f icant assessments that ^ according to the teacher^ did not take place. 

T Data regarding the fourth question listed above (In hov many ca'^es did 
the I£P provide data to support the statement of present level of functioning?) 
is provided in Table 3.14: As sh<>wn in the table, 40 (i.e., 21 + 19) of the 
61 lEPs provided supporting data, such as test scores, for part or, all of the 
listed a^essments* ^ i" ^ 



Table 3. 14 

EXTENT TO WHICft lEPs INCLUDED A HEADING REQUESTING DATA ' 
TO SWPORT THE STATEMENT OF PRESENT LEVEL OF FUNCTIONrNG, 
AND TP EXTENT TO WHICH SUCH DATA WERE, PROVIDED 



Extent to Which Heading ^nd 
Supporting Data were Included 



Number of Cases 



I£P included heading requesting data, and data were 
provided for all Assessments f ' 

I£P included heading requesting data, and data vere 
provided for some but not all assessments 

I£P included heading requesting data, but data vere 
not provided 

I£P did not include heading requesting data, and 
data were not provided 

Total 



21 
19 
1 
20 
61 



Data regarding the ouniber of. cases io whicli the lEP provided the assessment 
date is provided io Table 3-15' As can be seen from the table, assessment 
dates were included on the lEPs in slightly less than half of the 61 cases, 
• ^^^^j^ Apparent Reasons for Differences Between Actual Assessments and 
Assessments. Specified in lEFs 
Ig, noM of the 61 cases did it appear'' likely, based on teacher . 
interview data^ that the^^IEP specified assessments tha-^ did not take place. In 
all of the 61 cases, the actual assessment program appeared to equal or exceed 
the assessment specified in the I£P , In those 22 cases where the actual 
assessment appeared to hav^ exceeded the assessment listed on the lEP, the 
relatively minor* variations appeared to result mostly, if not exclusively, 
from the teacher 'or committee's tendency to include only major assessments 
in the I£P, In many cases, this tendency was encouraged by the format of the 

' '■ Table 3.15 ' . . 

EXTENT TO WHICH lEPs INCLUDED A HEADING REQUESTING ASSESSMENT 
DATES, AND THE EXTENT TO WHICH SUCH DATES WERE PROVIDED 



^ 1—^ 

Extent to Which Headings 
and Dates were Included^ 


* 

Niunber of Cases 


_ ^ .. — . 

lEP lnclude<Tneading requesting assessment dates* 
?nd dates were provided 

lEP did not include heading requesting assessment , 
dates ^ but dates were provided 

lEP inclutled heading requesting^assessment dates » 
^ but da^es were not provided 

lEP did not include heading request^ag-^assessment 
dates, and dates were not provided 

Total. ^ 

* i 


17 

• ■ 10 

* 

. 1 

■ 33 • 



lEP, which often had only limited space for assessment data. In Xhis bften' 
limited space, those who prepare the lEP, quite logically, emphasized the 
results of the assessments rather than the types of instruments or;procedures 
Used to obtain those results. One positive outcome of this tendency may be the 
fact' that all of the 61 lEPs provided^ in varying degrees of d6tail^ results ' 
of an assessment, ^ ^ ' - ' 



As shown in Table 3^*14, 2i .of the 61 TEPs f&iled to pfbvide^any 'data, 
,^^uch as test scores » to supjport the statement of present level of performance. 
* It is interesting to note that 26 of the 61 lEPs, all 4? which are incT-uded 
in the 21 noted above t|iat di^not provide .the data, dj^d not liave a 4ieading 
that asked f-or supporting data* Sintie the lEP ' format appeared to'be determihed 
primai^ily at the school district level, the lack of a heading vnder which to . 
list test scores, ^tc^, apparently reflected the school disttict* decision, that 
such iofonnation was net necessarily .needed in the lEP. >w 

As shown i^ Table 3.15, no assessment dates were included^^ 34 of tlie'6l 
lE;Ps/^he reason for thrs appeared to be the same as 'fop- supTporting <tat^;^ 
that is> most, of the lEPs did not have a "heading" for such informetion. 0/ the 
lEPs for the 61 sample students, only 18 lEPs ha<^ a heading requesting assess- 
ment dates'. ^ * ' * . 



B. Special Educat i on and Relatei i Services Provided , ' ' 

— ; ^ — ^ 

The Education -for all Handicapped Children Act of ^1975 (P.L, 94-142:) 

states that the lEP'shMl include V ^ta^ement of the specific educational . 




services to be prov 
participate in ' i 
shall include t 



, and the extent to which ,,the student will be able to 
educational programs' The Act al^o statues that the I£P, » 
ected date for inj-tiation and anticipated durat^ion o^ 
the servicejfS^^is subsection discusses the -types of placements, /the number 
er weejc that the students received the special education sCTrices^ 
ated ^^sei?#ices provided, the beginni'ng date£ and duration of services^ 
h<ij^ the actual services provided compare with the services as .specif ie<^in "the v 
I£Ps^ and the', ajppa rent reasons for ^ny di?fferences between services received 
and services d|^ci^ed^^ the JEPs. ^ , * ^ .u. 



- Type s' ' JfPl a.c emett 

. Table 3.16 displays the types of placement in which t^e 61 ^sample 

Students received special education services.^ The table also shows th^ number 

of saniple^tiKfents in each type of placement. These' <}ata ' ar^ based (^n teacher 

intervj,ew informatriqn. . ^ * \- - ' r 

2. Hours Per Week' Assigned to Special Education • * 

' P -i ^ . ' / ..^ . 

Table 3.17 stjows the numbe-r of hoUtCs per ^e^k that the s^ample stu^' 

. " " * ■ ^ t* \, 

dents r^cej^ved specia^ education services in t'ife .pl^i dement settings shown in . 



Table 3.16. 



These data also' are based on teacher interviews, 
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Table 3:16 ' 
PLACEMENT FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION 



* r 

* . Type of , Placement 


Number of Sample 
Students Placed 


t * ' 
Resource Room 

Self- Contained Special E<iuc"ati<5n Classroom 

' ^Speech Therapy ^> 

Resource Room 'Plus' Vocationa^^rogram or Work"^ 
Setting' M| ' 

Self-Contained Special EducatBn Classroom Plus 
, Vocational Program or WorJt'Setiing ' . 

^Depa'rtiDehtali2ed^Program (Student ^ov^d ^rom class 
to class in a special education school) 

* " 

Regular Classroom - < / 
Total* ' ^ ' r 


29 

7 
2 

s 

2 
61 



• Table 3.17 

• ft 

HOURS PER WEEK IN SPECIAL EDUCATION SETTING ' 



t j_E 

,Hours Per Week in * 
Special Education 




< Number of^udents 


' - 1 hour or less ' 
, 2-1/2—5 -Jiours' 
f 5-1/2--10 hours 
12-1/2--15 hours 

20—25 Jiours . * ' > 
27-l/2"-'30 hours 

50 hours (Includes work program)' 
^ T^al ' ' ^ ' ' . " 


7 
16 

8 

■ A 
13 

- 61 



t s 

'ji^ 3. ^ Related Servi-cesj^'fravided - 

, ^ ^ According^ to the teacher ioterviewst 10 of the 61 sample students 
received related services- These data are- presented tn Table . 




Table 3.18 
' J 
RELATED SERVICES PROVIDED 



Types of Related Service 


Kumber of Sample Students 


Special Diet (for hyperactive-child)^ 
Kursing Care 
Physical Therapy 
Cotmseling 
' Transportation ^ ^ 
Total 


: 1 

1 - ' ' 

1- 

1 

* 

- ' _6 
10 

: : «^ 



A. The Begianing Dates and Anticipated 'Duration of Services 

The beginning dates^ of special education services (that is, the 
dates that the current lEPs became effective) are g^ven in Table 3- 19. It is 
evident from this table that roost of the lEPs became effective at the beginning 
of the 1978-79 srtiool year, 

^^e duration of service^, generally, expressed by providing ^he beginning 
date and. ending date, typically was fbr, one acaderoic year. Tb& ending dates 
for the current year lEPs are tabulated in Table 3.^0. 

L 

Table 3-19 

BEGINNING DATES OF SOCIAL EDUCATION SERVICES . . 



Beginning Dates of Services 


Number of Cases 


Beginning of 1978-79 School Year, ' 

Beginning of Second Half of 1978-79 School 
* Year (JantMry 6t^ February 1979) 

March or April 1979 

End of*1977-78 School Year (Mayor June 1977). 
Total 


43 
10 

* 

4 

* . Ji.* ' 
61- 



57 
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' ■■ - Table 3.20 



■PIDING DATES OF SPECIAL EbUCATION SERVICES 



/ Ending p^es of Services 


Number of Cases 


^ : 

End of 19T8-79 School Year 

^ 

January 1980 
April 1980 


56 / 
2. 

^ . - '_3 ' ' ■. 
61 



5 4^ Comparisoii of Servlcfes Provided With Servj.ce^ Specified lEP^, 

onl^ on^e- case did the IE? list the-studsnt as receiying^special 
education in one setting (resource room) wheh the aXud'^nt actually* was ^a^signed 
to a different setting (self-contaited^ c-l^ssroom) ^ , ''HoWever^^ injanother^ 20 
cases / the ' lEP did not specify the settipg, " In the remaining, 40 cases' t}ie ^ 
teacher reports of pla^cement agreed with the -placements specified i% the I£P&. 
There was no disagreemelat regarding related services presided. 

There was' no' significant disagreement as to the beginning date ai\d dura* 
tion of se^vice^ In oae case^ the lEP stated -that fecial Education would 
begin in September 1978; the program actually . started xn October 1978. 

There was no significant disL3grVement between the hours per we^k that - 
sample students Were ^^ssigned^^ .to ..speciaT education and the hours per week 
specified in the lEPs, However^ 32 of the lEPs faile^d to provide this mandated 
information. In two cases^> ^he actual hours per "week in spe.cial educatiorf was 
20 hours whereas the lEP "listed the Xittfe as- being JIS hoUrs. ^ . - 

6< Apparent Reas<?^s for Differences Between Actual Special Education 

^ ^ '' \ ! ~^ ' ~ - ^ 

Placements and Placements Specified in lEPs 

— *■ : t . 

Differences between actual special educ'a^ior^ pLacein^ots, .based ^n.. 
interview information frogi the teachers of the 61 i^ample students, and place- 
^ents specified in lEPs w^ere more a factor of missing data^in^the. lEPs than of 
'any real disagreements. « < ^ ' 

The one case wherfe ttiere was actual disagreement (the lEP specified 
resource room while the actual placement was in a self-contained classroom) 
was 3 result of the format of the lEP. The placement portion of the lEP 
Utilized a checklist format for noting "the ^ type of placem&Ht. Only "regular 
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classroom/* "vocational program/' and *'re source room^' were listed on this 
checklist foVmat. ^The teacher checRed the "resource room*' block because it 
cam^ closest to matching 'the actual , placement . Fourteen of the lEPs did not 
have heading for a placement or services* to -'be provided recommendation . 
Twenty-nine of'the lEPs did not have a, heading under which to list "related 
services'* to "be provided. ^ 

Of the 32 lEPs that did not provide information regarding extent to which 
J^e sti^ent would' be able to participate in the regular classroom^ 15 did not 
haye a heading for such information- Of the 17 lEPs that had headings request- 
ing the infonnation^ but where the li^onnation' was not proylded^ 12 of the , 
^tpdents^ were placed full time in s|^ecial education schools or self-contained 
classrooms. This may indicate that some teachers or committees did not think 
it* ne^cessary to write in extent-of-participation-in-regular-classroom data in 
those situations where the student typically did not attend a regular classroom. 
(It should be noted thac the term "regular classroom" is not a particularly 
meaningful term for a special education school.) " * ■ 



C. Annual Goals and Short-Term Objectives 

The Education for all Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (P.L, 94-142) * 
states that the lEP should include a statement of annual goals » including 
short-term instructional obj ectives , and appropriate objective criteria and 
evaluation procedures and s^chedules for determining^ on 'at least an annual 
basisT wheth^er instructional objectives are being achieved. , This subsection 
describes these factors as they relate 'tQ the special eSucatioh programs of 
; the 61* sample, students, aniJ /^compares these factors in the actual program to 
\the factors ag presented in the lEPs. Thi^ sj^bsection also discusses apparent 
' reasons for diffeVeri^es between ^e actual goals and objectives and the goaTs 
and objectives' listed, on the lEPs-. , ^ \ . • ( 



Annilal Goals 



The actual special eduction programs for the^ 61 sample ^tudents^ 
based on teacher interviews^ included annual ^goals in the ^cademic and func- 
tional areas shown in Table 3,21* The < able also shows the *burober of students 
whose program ^^cluded annual goals in each <>f' the^e areas. As shown on the 
table/, most of the programs* inclu^ed^ as. a minimum, goa\s in language and 
mathematics. ^ . 
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Table 3.21 

KUMBER' OF SPECIAL EDUCATION. PROGRAMS HAVING ANNUAL ^ 

GOALS IN VARIOUS ACADEMIC AND FUHCTIONAL AREAS 
r; 



Academic or Functional^ Area 



Number of Special Education 
Programs Including Goals in 
Each Area 



Reading 
Spelling 

Written Expression 

Other Reading or Oral or Written English 
Mathematics t ' , ^ 

Science , ^ , ^ 

Social Science |^ 
General Academic * ' . - 

OtAer Academic 
Social Adaptation 
Self-lfelp Skills 
Physical Education 
Motor Skills 

Speech , • , - , 

Voca&ional/Prevoca clonal 
Other 



34 
*15 
9 
19 
41 
5 
.5 
'l9 
5 
20 
6 
5 
4 
11 
9 
9 



^ A comparison of che actual program goals wich'Che goals listed on the 
lEPs is shown in Table 3/22. , In seven cases, the actual progr'atn, based on 



Table 3,22 

COMPARISON OF ACTUAL PROiGRAM GOALS WITH GOALS LISTED IN lEPs < 



/ Type of Comparison^ ^ 


Nuntber of Cases 


Actual progfam goals were the same as goal^ listed 
J^'IEP. ^ ' ' -X 
Attt'ual program ^oals exceeded goals listed in lEP 
Goals listed in lEP exceeded actual program goals 
Total * <| 


• 53 

7 
_1 
61 



ioformatioQ provided by the teachers^ included some goals that were not listed 
on the lEP. In one ca^e^ the lEP listed goals that^were not a part^of the 
actual prograip. In the remaining S3 cases^ the actual program goals' were 
esaentiaily identical to the goals ^listed in the lEP. 

?. Short-Term Objectives * V ' 

The actual short-term objec^ves and the objectives in the IE? weje 
donipared.on two dimensions. First, the shol:t-term objectives were compared to 
determine to what extent the actual objectives were intended to address the 
same needs (ipeet the same goals*} as the lEP objectives. .Second^ the level of 
specificity of 'the short-term objectiv^^ (or learning steps) was compared, 

In, general, tte actual stonir=T>^T^ objectives were siraftar to the objec- 
tives in the lEPs in subject-matter covered. One major exception was the 
eight previously discussed cases where th^ annual goals^ differed, ^ Where rthere 
were additional azinual goals ^ there also were additional short-terra objectives; 
where certain^ goals had been omitted, the related shprt-tenn objectives also 
were omitted. Another 'exception was six cases where the lEP had no short-term 
objectives. In the remaining 47 cases^ while there often were (binor variations 
in subject-matter covered, there w*as a good match between the actual program 
and the^IEPs, 

Level of specificity of short-term objectives refers to the degree of 
detail or the degree to which objectives approach actual learning steps. For . 
example, consider the learning objective '*Learn to multiply two-digit numbers 
by two-digit numbers/' This' objective easily can be broken down into le^ 
complex objectives as shown in Figure 3.1. As is shown in the figure^ in 
order to learn the general objective, one first must learn the three objectives * 
listed just under the general objective. In order to learn one of these 
objectives, one must learn the next lower- leveJL of objectives, etc. Eventually, 
such a learning analysis will result in learning objectives or learning steps 
that the student already can master^ The major point here is that a teacher 
cannot directly teach the general objective of multiplying two-digit numbers 
to a student who has not mastered a number of more specific learning objectives < 
The level of specificity of short-term ob^ctives, then, h^s a direct relation- 
ship to the practicality of teaching objecttives exactly as they are writt'en 
without introducing some number of additional intervening objectives. The 
level of specificity of ^objectives is an indication of the degree to which the 
documented objectives are the "real'* classroom objectives or more of a summary 
st^atement of the real obje<;tives. 

3:20 ' -^^ 



Multiply two-digit ntmibers 
by two digit oumbers 



1 



Multiply oQe-digit oumbers 
by one-'digit qumbers* 



General Learning 
Objective 



Add two-digit numbers 



y 



i 



"Carry" when product 
Kas more Lhan on^ digit 



ti 



"Carry" when suid of 
two one*digit numbers 
is more than one digit 



Add one-digit numbers 



1/ 



More Specific 

Learning 

Objectives 



Identify one-digit 
numbers 



' 1/ ' 



~ To simplify the figure, a further breakdown of tiifisfi objectives has 
not been included. 



Figure 3 1 

Reducing a General Learning Objective to More Specific Objectives 
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' A comparison of the level of specificity of the short-teoa objectives for ' 
the 61 sample students isj|bvided in Table 3.23. The table shows- that, by a> 
slight majority of cases, ^Ke objectives actually used in the classroom are 
^^ore specific than the objectives listed on the lEFs. In ho case are the 
actual objectives less specif ic than the IEP-" Jhis itidicates that, in most of 
the 61 cases, the lEF Represents an overview of the actual {program as repre- 
sented by the short'^term objectives to be met by the program. ^ ^ 



Table 3^23 

COtffARISON OF LEVEL 'OF .S||p||lCITY OF 'SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES 



, Type of ^Coniparisoa 



Number of Ga-ses 



L^vel of speci^Eicity of objectives in actual progtam 
same as level of specificity of objectives in lEP 

Level of specificity of objectives in actual program 
greater than level of specificity of objectives 
in lEP ^ / 

Level pf specificity of objectives 'in actual program 
greater because ,I£F had- ao objectives 

Level of specificity of objectives in lEP ^reater 
than in actual progratn 

Total ^ 



30 



25 



0 * 

i 

61 



3- Appropriate Objectirves Qfiteria 

Evaluating - the existence of appropriate objective Criteria for 
determining whether or not the short-term objectives were being met required - 
considerable subjectivity oq the part of the L^vel 2 Substudy interviewers*,. 
Since such criteria often were not documented, either in the lEF or elsewhere, 
estimating the proportion of the short-term objectives foi? which evaluation 
criteria existed was 'largely* dependent upon the interviewer's opinion as to 
whether the criteria proposed by the teachers was the actual planned criteria 
or merely the teacher's ideas of criteria that might be used. 

Because of the largely subjective nature of these data^ only in cas^s 
where extreme differences appear can it be reported with any confidence that 
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fagy differences existed between the actual objective criteria ,and the criteria 
^^^^^ I 

e\tered in the lEP. More, specifically, the actu^^ existence of objective 
criteria for determiaiag whether or not the short-term objectives wefre being 
met was considered to exceed the objective criteria information in the lEP 
only in thosey causes where (a) the interviewer stated that objective criteria 
existed for some, most^ or all of the short-term objectives, and (b) the lEP 
tonipletely failed to provide such data. This situation existed in 17 of the 
61 cases, an no case did the existence of, evaluation criteria in the IE? * 
exceed the existence of evaluation criteria in the actual program. 

It should be noted that most ot the lEPs for the sample students (42 of 
the 61) did not contain a heading requesting appropriate objective criteria. 
More, typically ttife objective criteria was considered to be a part of the 
short-term objectives. E.g., if a short-^^erm objective was a logical statement 
of expected- behavior to an acceptable (acceptalBle those who wrote the IE?) 
Standard,^ it was considered in this study to include appropriate objective 
criteria. (Also see Appendix P of Volume III.) In only 19 of the 61 lEPs 
were SO percent or more of the short-tinn objectives considered to be logical 
statements of expected behavior to an acceptable standard. Thirty-one of the 
lEPs did not include a single short* term objective that EOet this criterion 
(six of these had no short-term objectives). - , 
J*. Evaluation Procedures for Short-Term Objectives 

As wi,th objective evaluation criteria, determining the existence of 
procedures for evaluating the short-term objectives was based niore o^ subjec- 
tijf«— pinion than on actual data. In 16 of the 61 cases, hpwever, not only ' 
did (a) che interviewer conclude that evaluation procfedure^ existed in the 
actual program, for some^ most) or all of the short-term objectives; but also, 
(b) the lEPs for these programs failed to list ^valuation procedi|res for aay 
objectives. In the remaining 45 cases, there was not sufficient evidence to 
determine the match ^etween the ai:tual program and^ the lEP. , In ^o case wa& 
there an. indication that the^EP exceeded the actual program in the number of 
objectives for which evaluation procedures were available, 

5 . Evaluation Schedule for Short-Term Objectives 

The schedules for evaluating 3hort-term xibjectives , as reported by 
the teachers of the sample students, are as shown in Table 3-24. Whil^ these 
evaluation schedules were in general agreement with the evaluation schedules 
stated in or assumed from other data in the lEPs , in about half of ^he cases 
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Table 3-24 

f 

EVALUATION SCHEDULES FOR SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES 





^ ' 

Evaluation ScHedoIe 


Number of Cases 


J ■ 

Progress on at least part of the objectives evaluated 
daily or weekly " 

Progress oo^objectives generally evaluated about 
ever/six weeks ^ 

Progress on objectives generally evaluated end 
of school terra ' * 

* * r 

Progress on objectives generally evaluated at end 
of school year 

^Ko specific evaluation schedule 

Total , ^ 


20 
11 
U 
■ 7 

* i^ 

61 


^ 1 

* 

the actual evaldations took place somewhat more frequeiitly than would be 
inferred from the lEPs. It should be noted that very few of the lEPs specifi- 
cally provided an evaluation schedule. In most lEPs the schedule had to be 
inferred from other data. Ta|)le 3.25 sh^ws, for example,, the sotirce of the 
evaluation schedule data in the 6l saniple lEPs. 


Table 3,25 

^ SOURCES OF EVALUAT'ICfl^ SCHEDULE DAT^ 


> 


'^'^urces of Evaluatiop Schedule Data 


Number of Cases 


1 ' ^ *^ 

Schedule was specifically stated as being 'the 
evaluation schedule ' — 

Schedule could be'implied from rfhort-tenn- objectives 

Schedule had to be implied from the beginning-^of ^ 
treatment and end-of-tre^jO^^nt dates ^ 

Schedule was neither stated nor inrpli^ed v 

Tot^al, , ' ^ 


•■ 5 ' 

t 

1 

61 , ' ' 







6. Appar-ept Reasons for Differences Between Actual Annual Goals and 
' Short-Term Objectives, and Goal^ and Objectives Specified in lEPs 
• ^ In the eight cases where the actual program |oals differed from the 
goals listed in tiie IEP> the differences were relatively minor and generally 
consiste'd of the addition or omission of one , or two goals from a total of four 
or five goal^ Two major reasons for these differences were offered by the 
teachers. First-, lEPs sometimes are prepared at the end of the previous 
school year, usjually by lafst year*s teacher. This year the student may have 
had a different teacher who worked toward meeting somewhat different goals 
without yet updating the lEF. And second, in several cases the teacher stated 
that the student had made more progress than had been expected and>^ti/us, was 
now Vorking Xoward meeting slightly different goals than those listed in the 
lEF. In schools where these situations appeared to exist, lEFs typically were 
prepared (or updated) at a particular*^ time during the school year. To assemble 
a committee and prepare a 'new' IE.F ^t other points when changes in goals was 
anticipated did 9ot appear^to* fit the school's system, and thus was not typi" 
cally done- ' ; \ ' 

Two major , reasons -for "diffelren^es in actual short" term obj ecti-ves and 
"objectives' listed in the lEFs^ i^ere > asf noted previously, given by school and ^, 
school-district personnel. Firsts in thoSe. cases where the annual" go^ls ^ ' 
differed," the related short"tenn oljjectives, pf necessity/ also differed- And 
^^con<J , ' th*e level of specificity of objectives as dQcumented in the lEF generally 
was riot as great as- the level of specif ifcity of^ o^jective^' taught in the 
<^lassroom because this portion i>f the lEF generally was considered to be more 
of an overview tti^n an actual classroom lesion plan. Teachers generally 
ronside^ed that It was uruiW^cessary and unduly burden'Some to document short;^ 
term objectives at the le^rntngrstep .leVel actually used in the classrobm. 

Differences in objective criteria, .evaluation procedures , and ^valuation 
schedule's appeared to be pr^m^rily a^ result of not listing such data in I^Fs. 
As Wfe note^l^ eai?lier, ^qnly ^5 of\the 61 lEFs had headings requesting objective 
criteria, and ,only 30 lEFs had one or more ffhort-terra objoitives that> by 
virtue ot* being logical statements of expected behavtg^p^o an acceptable 
standard^ Could be consideired to include* objective criteria- Much the same 
thing also was. true of evaluation. procedures and evaluat-ion schedules. Only 
26 of the'IEFs contained headings requesting evaluation procedure information, ^ 
and only 20 lEFs contained headings requesting evaluation schedul^ 
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ComparisoQ 'of Prior Year Services with Prior Year lEPs 

The ^EP -for the prior year (generally the 19?'7-78 school year) was avail- 

able for 49 of the 61 Level 2 Substudy students. However, for 3 of these 49 

' *■ * 

lEPs, ftie teacher(s) who provided the prior'year services was not availal>le 
for interviewing (i*e/, the teacher no longer 'taught in the school district or 
the student had transferred from another school district). This left a sample 
of 46 students for whom comparisons could be made between special education 
services provided for the prior year and. the services promised in the prior 
year lEP. ^ * / 

Since the teacher had^ to depend primarily on memory to describe the 
services actually provided to the student during the prior year, die interview 
focused on f iye majar items of information . ^Tbese items , which are listed 
belo^ were considered t6 provide a\ealistic picture of the extent of special 
services provided. 

1) Placement . 

2) . Beginning date of service, 

3) Proposed ^ duration of service. 

^ 4) Hours per week (or percent of^time) a$signe<i to special education, 

5) Nature of a'nd number of annual goals. 
Table 3.26 presents data on how, b^^d on teacher interview information and 
review of t,he lEPs, the actual pi^ior year program compared* with the lEP regard* 
ipg these five items. 

As Can be noted from the table ^ the differences between the actual prior 
ye^r services and the lEP can be grouped into two categories : the actual 
program included more annual goals than the lEP^ and the lEP did not include 
certain information. , These categories of differences and possible reasons tot 
the differences^re discussed below, 

Tiie reasons gi'ven by teachers for the larger number of % annual goals 
included in the actual. Pirio^ year program were the same as the reasons given 
for the current year program; that vsr^ the lEP sometimes is prepared by the 
/previous year's' teacher iwho did not always include all of the actual goals^ 
and the students ' pro^J^ess sometimes J ust if ies working toward new goals in 
addition to the*pl'anned goals. As can be noted from Table 3,26^ 12 (or 26 
percent) of the prior year programs apparently iQ^qluded more annual goals than 
were listed in the lEP* Yhis is in marked contrast to *the current year where 
only 7 of 61 (or 11,5 percent) of the p^rograms included more annual goals th^n 
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Table 3. 

COMPARISON OF PRiqR YEAR SERVICES WITH PRIOR VEAR lEPs 



Hq.w Services Conrpared .&6 lEP 



Number of 

CaseS' , 



Actual program was basically {?W^tical to lEP 

Actual program was basica^y idj^ntical to I^E^except 
that lEP did not provide information rega rdingj hours 
per week assigned to special education 

Actual program wasp^basically identical to lEP except 
that lEP did not provide information regarding place^ 
meat or hours per week .^ssigaeii to special education 

Actual program was basically identical to lEP except 
that lEP did not provide information regarding 
proposed duration of service or hours per week 
assigned to special education * 

Actual program had taore annual goals thad<-^F; 
otherwise^ program was basically identical to I£P 



Actual p'rogram had 
factors were bas 
did not provide 
wee'k assigned to 

Actual program had 
factors were bas 
did not provide 
hours per week a 



more annual goals than lEP, Other 
ically identical except that lEP 
information regarding hours per 

special education 

more annual goals than lEP. *Other 
ically identical except that lEP 
information regarding placement or 
ssigned to special education 



not provide infor matio n regarding proposed duration 
of service or hours week assigned to special 
education 



No comparison could *be made because^ while an lEP 
existed, it, did not contain informatioa regarding 
placement, beginning date of service^ proposed 
duration of service^ hours per week assigned ^o 
special educatioa^ or annual goals 

Total 



13 * 



Actual program had more aimual goals 'thad 'IE? . Other *■ 
. factors were basically identical except that lEP did 



46 
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were liste<f ia.the lEP. fwo possible reasons to]r this "Vear-^fo-yeat^di^^fierence^ 
is offered/ Firsts the current year lEPs foi^^e 46 students average ^tightly 
more goals ^7,7 goals per lEP) *than do the prior year lEFs (7>1 goals par 
lEP) • tfh£ factyttat* f«wer goals wepe lifted in prior yeal^ lEps cobld contri- 



bute to tth€fc a<3%jial' prior'year- program goals exceeding those- listelS on the 
' lEP^. . And second/ for the' prior year^ the*<teacher was considei^ing the entire 

SJ^hool year whereas^ for the current year» only part of this school year gen*^ 

' * / ' , ^ ' ' - ^ - 

erally was considered (level 2>-d^ta collection jtiiok p]^ce ia January through 

' " ^ ' ' • ' r 

^ April o,|^fl97^; therefore^ up to five months of the ^chool year remained when 

the teacheijs^werd. interviewed)^ It. is quite possible that, when new goals ate 

added a prbgram^ such additions tended to take place near Che end. of^the 

'^choqJr year .after many of the, goals listed in^ the lE^ ar^ more likely to have 

. been met. * 

'While the re^atsons for the. 

^eculative^, the .reasons for the 




number of annual goals are, somewhat 

ing da^ta^ on the 4& lEFs is .sontewhat* more 

certain,, |p 3^ of the 36 case^. ^ missing data in the lE^^, the lEP di^.not 
have a heading reqi^estin^g/^the data, 
provide datd and d^d not 
Tabl$.3.27. . ' 



The breakdown of lEPs that failed to 

^at treading requesting' the d^ta is. provided iy^ 

If 



Tabte 3,27 
NUMBER OF PRJOR YEAR lEPs THAT FAX 



VARIOUS TYPES OF Ht^k; .PM THE 
THAT DID NOT INCLUD^'teADI NG REQ 



' FAI|Ui 
NUMH 

reqWt 



4o PROVIDE 

OF THESE lEPs 

ING THEoDATA 
- ^ 



Number of Prior Year 
Number of Prior y lEPs-fij^t Failed to' 
Year lEPs that ^ 
Failed" to Pro- 
vide the Data ^ 



ProvijB DatTa ancT Also 
Did Not^ave a Heading 
Requesting the Data 



Recoaunen^ed placemeht 
^egianing^^te o?s|yn;ic^. 

d durat oi service 

per week as'signed to 

cial education " 

, - * . 

Annual 'gpa^s 

Tota>- 




A 
2 

:.4 

2A 
_2 , 
^ 36 



. 2 
A . 

_2 

30 



i/ 



V An additional six lEPs did not have a heading 'requesting the data but. 
sJid provide the data^ ' ^ ^ 



Six lEPs had a heading tequestirfg the data liut did not pro^^ide the data. 



I 

E- Smdttary of' Comparisop of Actual Programs with Programs as Docuroented 



in the lEPs 



The major Level 2' Substudy finding regarding the comparison of actual 

Special education programs with programs as documented in the lEf^s^is that the 

actual progfam^ for Ehe* 61 student sample^ compared favorably with the lEP, 

for both the current year a^,d (for 46 of the student 'sample ) for the Pfio^^ 

year. Thete appeared to be^ no attempt to promise services in the lEP with no 

intention of actually providing- the service , tnstead^ the actual program* 

tended to -expand slightly on the typically overview typ^ of program outline^ 

included in the lEP. Ho attempt was mad^ in the Level 2 Substudy to judge the 

quality or appropriateness of the actual special education {Trograms; therefore^ 

no such Ji^esults can be reported liere . It can^ however^ be stated with reason- 

ab le confidence that the actual program generally included those services 

c\ ■ ♦ > I*- 

specified in the lEP and the actual program plan often included a level of 



detail not Included in the I£P, 

: III. DEGREE OF PARENTS' FAMILIARITY WITH THEIil CHILDREN'S lEPs 



To determine the <legree to which the parents (or guardians) of the L^vel 2 
^subsample students were knowledgeable about tifieir children's lEPs; an .attempt 
was made to interview the parVfIt (or guardian) of 'each of the 61 students in 
the subsample. 'Fprty*four (or 72 percent) of the parents wfere contacted, 3^ 
l)y telephone/ andi*?- (mail. In every case, o^ly one parent^ usually the 



y fmaii. in every cas 
mother^ was *^ontacted^^ In^ addition, for each of the 61 students in the saitiple^^ 
the tea^cher ti*<?st. kndw^dgeable about the student's IE^,was asked fo,r his or 
her^ opinion jof^.how knowledgeable the child's parents T?exe about the lEP, This 
latter information not only provided data for all 61 students in the sample, 
but also permitted comparison of teachers '. perceptions with parents' percep* 
tions. Foj^j^pl^ is summary of the informatioa obtained from the various' . 
parental'knovlecige contacts. ' ^ 

A* Gen^ral^^l^ * . 

Since all 61 parents were sufficiently conversant in English to understand 
theiri ihild's lEP, no .particular assistance was required in conducting the 
parent interviews. 
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^ According to teacher reports^ in 59 of tbre 61 cases^ the parent wds aware 
that his or her child was considered by the school to be handicapped, In^the 
remaining two cases^' the teach&r was not sure one way or the other. 



B, ^ Extent to Which Parent Was Aware That Student H%d an.IE^ 

In all 44 of the cases where the parent was contacted, the parent indicated 

that he or she was aware that his or he;r child had an lEP. In all ^4 of these 

cases, the student's teacher also indicated that the parent was ^ware of the 

existence of the lEP. In the 17 cases where the parent ^as not contacted^ one 

t 

teacher * indicated that the parent was not aware of the existence of th^e lEP, 
one teacher stated that sh£ did not know whether or not the parent knew about 
the lEP,* ..and 15 te|^ers stated that the parent {lid kno^ of the itB . It is 
interesting to' note that in"* the one case where the teacher stated that^^the' 
parent was not aware that her child had an lEP, the actual lEP contained V^'f^" 
apparently was the parentis approval signature. However, this lEP is entitled ; 

^^Individual Student Plan** and makes no mention of a handitrapping condit^lion or 

* ■ ■ ■ ■ . ■ ' * . . ■ ' 

of the present level of educational functioning. Therefore, ' it is^ possible 

that the parent signed the documept without knowing it ^was an lEP. 

C, ^ Degree of Parental Familiarity with the Content of tt^e Student's IE? 

The degree of parental familiarity with the content'Qf the lEP. i§ Showh 
M Table 3*28. These data are based on statements frpm-the 44 contacted 
parents. "As can be .seen from the table, onJ,y one parent indicateii tiia.t she ■ 
was not at all familiar with the content of the lEP. T^ie lEP foj; this p^rent'^ 
child noted that two parent conferences were arranged with.lhe p^rreQt^ but 
that the parent cancelled both^^ - ^ *■ * ' 

\ 

Table 3.28 '*'.*' ' * 



DEGREE OF PARENm FAMILIARITY WITH THE CONTENT,. 
OF THE lEP; BASfD ON PARENT STAtEMEKTS 



* ^ t ' 


Yes ^ . W-/^ . : ' 


Thoroughly Familiar with Content 

At Least Somewhat Familiar with Content 

At Least Vdguely^familiar with Contents' 


19^(43'%) ^25 {57%^ - ' 
33 (75 %) ' li (25 %) ^ 
43. (98 %) ^ . 1 (-2 %) ■ ' > 



Table 3, 29 -^ho^js the teacher' s perception of the degree of parental 
familiarity ^ith the content of the-IEP,. Only the 44 cases where the parent 
was contacted are includea, I^t is interesting to note that the teachers 
appear somewhat ' overly-optimistic\about the degree of parental familiarity 
with the lEF, While in 36 (or 82 percent) of the 44 casjss the parents were A 
agreement with the teachers^ parents in (or 18 percent) of the ^ases reported 
Ibeing slightly less familiar with the content of the lEP than the teachers had 
thought them to be. In no case did the parent interview indicate that the 
parent was more familiar with the lEP tpan the teacher had thought. 

Table 3, 30^presents *data reg^^dir^ parental familiarity with the content 
of the lEP for the parents of all 6^sanjple students. Where it is available, 
the par^^'t inputs are used;^ where parent input is not available, , teacher 
perceptions are Used. . 



^ . Table 3,29 

TEACHER'S PERCEPTIOK OF DEGREE OF PARENTAL 
FAMILIARITY WITH THE COK^Nt OF THE lEP 



1 V 

1 


, ' Yes . No ' . ' ' ^ 


Tl^oroughly Familiar with Content 
At!Least Somewhat Familiar with Content-^ 
At Least Vaguely Familiar, with Content 


24 ( 57 %) 19 (43 %) 
36 ( 82 %) . 7' (18 %) ^ 
A4 (100 %)■ 0(0 %) 


, . ... - Table 3.30 

' . DEGREE OF PARENTAL FAMILIARITY WITH THE CONTENT OF THE lEP; 
- y PARENT STATEMENTS SUPPLEMENTED BY TEACIffiR Pl^CEPTION 


^ 1- ^ 


Yes No Don' t Know 


thoroughly Familiar with Coatent 

At Least Somewhat' Familiar with Content 

*At Least Vaguely Familiar with Content ^< 


• 26 * 33 ' 2 . 
■ A3 16 2 ' ' 
56 '3 2 



^ It is interestxQg, to noCe that a high positive 'cor relati< ^exigt^ between 
parental familiarity with ^he content of the &tudent^*s lEP and parental- 
'participation-in-the-IEP-process data (as reported by teachers in the Student J 
Charac^rlstics Questionnaires). These relationships are shown In Table 3|pl^ 
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Table 3.31 

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN PAREKTAL FAMILIARITY WITH CONTENTS 
AND DEGREE OF PARTICIPATION IN lEP PROCESS 



Degree -of Familiarity . 
With Content of lEP 


Number of Parents by Degree of 
Participation in the lEP Process 


Did Not 

Participated Met with School Participate 
in lEP Personnel to (Other than 
Committee Discuss lEP Signing lEP) TOTAL 


^oroughly Familiar with 
Content 

Somewhat Familiar with 
Content 

•Only Vaguely Familiar 
With Content 

Not at all E^Ailiar With 
Content 


10 . 8 1 19 

9 3 2 ' . 14 
■ ,3 3 4 i-0 

1 ' ' 1 

1 



This table shiws, for exiaraple, that of the 19 parents who claimed to be ^ . 
thoroughly familiar with their children's lEPs, 10 apparently participated in 
the* lEP Committee, another 8 apparently met with school personnel to discuss 
the lEP, and only 1 did not. participate in any way except*to sign the lEP. ' On 
the other hand, of the ten plfifedts j^ho stated that they were only vaguely 
familiar with the- lEP, only three participated io the tEP comgittee^ three 
others met with school personnel to discit^ the completed lEP, and four parti- 
cipated only by signiqg the completed lEP. . . * ^ 

D. Extent to Which Parent^ Agreed that Their Children's lEPs Were Appropriate 

The ^extent to which parents agreed that their children's lEPs w^re appro- 
priate for meeting the ch41dren*s special educational needs is^ shown in Tabl^ 
3*32^ These data are based on statements from' th*e 44 contacted parents- The 
teachers' peri:eption of parental agreement with the appropriateness of the 
'lEPs'was quite similar to that expressed by the parents. 

Table- 3.33 shows the parent'a^reementTrt^ormat for the parents of the 
entire sample of 61* Teacher irflormatiPn- is inducted where parent contacts 
werenot made< , - * 



Table 3.32 

EXTENT TO WHICH PARENTS AGREED THAT THE lEP 
WAS APPROPRIATE; BASED ON PARENT STATEMENTS 



Conipletely Agreed with lEP ' 37 

Agreed with Most but Hbt All of lEP 5 

Agreed with Only a Smal^l Part of lEP 1 

Completely Disagreed with lEP 0 
Was^Not Sufficiently Familiar with lEP 

to Have an Opinion 1 



r 



Table 3.53 



> EXTENT TO WHICH PARENTS AGREED THAT THE lEE WAS APPROPRIATE; 
^ PARENT STATEMENTS SUPPLEMENTED BY TEACHER PERCEPTION 





, Completely Agreed with lEP 
Agreed with'^Most but Not All of lEP ^* 
Agreed with Only a Small Part of lEP- 
Completely Disagreed with lEP * 
Parent Not Suff icieptLy. FamilUr ^r£h > 
lEE^J^Have an Opinion^ or Teacher 




, ^8 ■ 
7' 
1 
.0 






Did Not Know ^ V- 




\ 





^ For the parents who stated that they^a^reed ^th mos^t-- bu'€ not all of the 
lEP, some of the typical descriptions of the- nature of the disagreement were^ 
"Thinks child shouJLd be in a. /closed* Dlas^room rather thail in the 
present 'open' classroom." ^ ' 4 

"Thinks 16-year-old child should be in a Vocational program so she 
can learn something that pays," ^ 

"Thitrks :more th^h the present 40 minuted per week should be' spent in 
individual speech therapy.** 
The one parent who 
agree with the IEP*s gpa] 

child's placement,'^ ^he thought ^ th^comm^^tteei members did not understand the 
nal^ure and dept^vO^ the chad's h^dicap, (listefe as ' mo^d&rately j&motlonally 
disturbed) , " apd that the' child/shmlT'l^e la* a* i^i|*b«ntaihed ^classroom rather 
than, the present 3 1/2 hoiits per/d^in ^.xepo^cce ^oom for" lemming-disabled 
children and 2^1/2 hours per day I in -t^he ttegular 'cl^s%rooJii - 



tgr«ed.with onl^ ^ small part of her child's I£P| did 
Is and cwectlVes : Ker^ disagreement was- with^he - 



All of the parents who disagreed with part of the lEF appeared to have 
ved the lEP b 
noted on the lEPs, 



approved the lEP by signing it* There were no indications of disagreement 



E, / Extent to Which Parents' Considered that Th^ir Children Were Receivinfi 
Services Specified on lEPs - ' ' 

Thirty-aine of the contacted parents stated that tyr^^hought the services 
specified ,on the lEPs were, in fact, being provided; four parents stated that 
they ha^ no opinion as to whether or not the services were being provided; and 
one parent stated that some of the services specified in her child* s IE? were 
not being prov'ided. In the latter case^ the parent stated that her daughter 

not receiving -speech therapy. The child*s current placement was part time 
in a resource room for remedial math and the balance of the time in the itegular 
Classroom, She was classified by the school as speech impaired. Her lEP also 
recommends speech therapy. However^ all o^ the lEP goals and objectives were 
for' assistance with math. The lEP also commented that the student (16 years , 
old) seemed to have a new problem every'week^ most of them designed to g^xn 
- attention^ and *that this week the supposed proljlem was a need for speech 
therapy- * ^ ^ 

F* Other Parent Comments 

-'Seventeen of the 44 contacted' parents specifically stated their approval 
^ <>f the program for handicapped children. Typical of comments fron(7parertts 
was : ' ^ ' ' . . ' : — - 

"Ih am* very pTeased with my child's progress in scliool, and I like [ 
* being ipclu(|ed in^ the process,'* \' 
^' "We are pleased wil^i the program she's id,. They are- doing a ^ood 
job with her /' . - 

Eight, p&rents specifically mentioned their involvement in the lEP process. 
They indicate^fa high ^evel of interest and involvement in the program. Three 
; l^areAts s^jecif ically mentioned that^ 'while they^ were interested in their 
child's pxogram, they were quite satisfied to leave tfie planning to* the school* 

A nuipber of parents* appeared to be aWare'of their child*s placement, but . 
they were quite vague about details of the lEP. With gome parents, there^yks' 
a ten<Jency to confuse the total school program with the special education ^ 
sen/ices. One mother expressed her pleasure^with her chiid's acacfemxc progress 
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in school. However, she did not connect this progress with the lEP but rather 
from the counseling the child was receiving from social services. 

One mother explbssed , her pleasure with her child's special educa.tion 
program, but added that tbe child' s . father still thinks the child is just 
lazy. . _ ' 

One mother wrote a brief note that said, "My child is, learning and seems 
happy in school. I thank you for^your interest in them/' 

G, Suflttaary Statement of Parental Familiarity with the lEP 

The above indicates that, for the majority of^ the students in the Level 2 
Substudy sample^ the parent was at least somewhat familiar with the lEP, Most 
of the parents were aware of the child ',*s placement and had a general idea of 
the services being provided; however, many of the parents were only vaguely 
familiar with details^ of the lEP such as the annual g?als and short- terra 
obj6ctive^. Parentsij^tended to be slightly less familiar with. the coc^tent of 
the lEP thai the teachers thought they were. There was .a'positive correlation 
between parental familiarity with IE?s, and parental participation in the lEP 
process. 

Most of the parents^i^t only believed that their child was receiving the 
services specif ii^d on the lEP, but also approved of the program and were 



pleased with the results. 

V 



IV, ADDITIONAL LEVEL 2 SUBSTUDY FINDINGS 



This section sumniari2es additional Level 2 findings, particularly results 
of interviews with district directors of special* education of the 25 school 
distE'icts in the Level 2 Substudy sample. These interviews Xodixsed primarily 
on the following district policy and resoiXrce factors. . * ^ * 

a) The procedure by which a student 'typically is identified as 
handicapped. ' ' 

Hbw lEPs typically are developed, reviewed^ and revised* 
What role *the parent and student /typically play ia the lEP process. 
The relationship between resources available for providing l^ecial 
education to handicapped students and resources needed for providing 
such services* 

Each of ti^se factors is discussed brief ly^ below, * * 




A. Procedure by Which ^ Stud^t T5rpacally Is Identified as Handicapped 

According to interviews witnschogl district special education personnel* 
and^ to a lesser degree^ with school personnel^ most referrals were made by 
regular classroom teachers. Sooje ^istrij:ts , particularly in higher socio" 
economic areas> reported parental referrals. Other school personnel (e.g., 
counselor^ speech therapist) apparently also make some referrals. While some 
type of child-find prograoj typically was (or once had been), in existence, the 
level of activity appeared to be inconsequential. 

The student referral typically was to a school'based committee if in a 
large school or a large school district, or to a school district committee if ^ 
in a small school district. Occasionally there was an intermediate step in 
^^h^ch the referral wa^ to a special service representative, usually the school 
cot^selor, who reviewed the case and, where appropriate, referred the case to 
the committee . The committee requested assessments (or reviewed existing 
assessment data) and made what they considered to be an appropriate placement. 

How lEPs Typically Ate Developed > Reviewed, and Revised 

The lEP typically was developed initially by^ schoql-'based or school"- 
district committee. Although a group effort was involved^ the individual 
teacher responsible for providing the services generally did ipost of the 
actual writing of the lEP, particularly of the sfiort-tew objectives. 

Review and revision of the lEP appeared to take place at least annually, 
often in the spring. In some districts, the review/revisi(5n process appeared 
to be scheduled routinely two to four times , per year.^ The special education 
teachers appeared to take an even heavier part in the^evis'ion process than in 
the original development. 

Several schooT and school district personnel complained of a lack of 
in-service training for those who prepared lEPs, The special education teach- 
ers, while they generally appeared competent and entfefe^^ast^, often complained 
that they had neither the training nor the time to prepare an optimum lEP. 
A particular area of indicated need was additional train4^ng in writing appro- 
priate short-Xerm objectives, , ^ ' 

To provide additional data regarding th^ lEP developmental process, the 
teacher most famjlj^a^with the sample student*s special education program was 
asked 'What personnel types contributed to the development of the current lEP 
and tto what degree , each of these personnel contributed. As is shown in 
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Table 3.34, ia over half of the 61 cases the teacher reported that the lEP was 
prepared solely by those who provided the special education services- This 
does got mean that there were no lEP committee meetings and/or review procedures. 
It means that> according to the teacher's statements, the teacher(s) who pro- 
vided the services actually prepared the entire lEP. 



Table 3:34 
PERSONNEL WHO PREPARED lEPs 



* 

Personnel Types Who Prepared lEP 


Number of Cases^ 


Only the teacher who provided the services 

Only .the teacher who formerly provided the services 

Only the 3-4 teachers who provided the services 

A committee that included the teacher(s) who - 
provided the services , * 

TOTAL 


30 
2 
2 

27 

6.1 



In 16 of the 27 cases where, according to the teacher statements,, the lEP 
was prepared by a committee, the teacher(s) who provided the services famished 
50 percent or more of the inputs to the lEP* The distribution of ^teacher 
inputs is shown in Table 3*35. , 



Table 3.35 

^EXTENT OF IN^ TO PREPARATION OF lEP BY TEACHER(S) 
WHO PROVIDED' THE SPECIAL EDUCATION 



Extent of Teacher Input Into ^ 
Preparing lEP * 


Number of. Cases 


Some but less than 25 percent 
25-49 percent 
50-74 percent 
75-99 percent 

Subtotal ' 

100 percent 

Total 


7 
. 4 
7 ' 

'27. 
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\Iq 18 of the cases ^ the teacher indicated that *the students ' parent (s) 
coQtribdted to the development of the lEB. ' The exteftt ofjparental inp^ Is 
shown in Table 3-36. * J ^ ' " • " \ ^ 

Ot^her personnel types who contributed 25 fpercent or more to preparation 
of lEPs are listed, aloiig witK" the nujpfaers of cases, in Table 3.37. 

• Ta'ble 3,36 " 

• ..... ^ _ t 

' , EXTEMT OF INPUT TO PREPARATION OFsIEP 'BY THE STUDENTS' PARENTCs) 



Elxtent 9f Parental Input Into , . ^ 
/ ' Preparing lEP \ *^ \ 


Number of Ca?es 


/ 7 : 

, ' No participation . 

^Sorne but. less than 10. percent 

10-24 percent 

25-49 percent 

50-74 percent 

75 percent or more 

Total ' ' 


A3 

10 
3 
1 
_0 
61 


Table 3,37 

OTHER PERSONNEL WHO CONTRIBUTED 25 I 
- . TO PREPARATION OF THE 1 


'ERCENT OR MORE 
[EP 


Personnel Type « 
■ ^ 


TJumber of Cases 


r 

Psychologist 

Social Worker*^ ^ ' , * 
Learning Specialist/Consultant 
Regular- plasffrootD Teacher 
Total 


7 
4 

2 f 
» J, 
14 



It can be concluded from .the above that^ according to the teacher reports 
in the 61 cases, ^ the teacher(s) who provided the special education service 
typically either developed the lEP or provided most of the inputs toward its 
development. 
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Parent and Student Role in the lEP Process > 
The degree of parental - participation in t>he I^EP process appea red to 
relate directly to thje socio-economic status (SES) of the community. High SES 
districts generally reported a high level of parent involve me nt%' in low SES 
cQoaaunitieSf parent in^olvement^appeared almost nonexistant. Several districts 
stated that parents often participated iq the initial development of the lEP 
but failed to participate in the review/ revision process. 

Very little student involvement in the lEP process was noticed.. In those 
scattered cases where students were included in the developmental process ^ 
such participation appeared to be restricted primarily to secondary school 
students in vocational programs.. 

D, - Relationship Between Available Resources and Needed Resources 

Very little information was gaine^d as to any special education services 
that were needed but not available. There was some indication that needed 
resources generally were available somewhere ^ but not always in the schools 
^ere they were needed. Students possessing significant handicapping condi- 
tions often were placed in service facilities outside of the school building 
in which' they would normally .be enrolled. Superior resources appeared to be 
avaitable in high SES^ rapidly growing areas, 

E. Additional Observations 

In several school districts ^ the development of lEPs appeared to be more 
of a legalistic function than of an educational function . In some cases ^ 
while an up-to-^date IE? was on file, relatively little use ^s made of the lEP 
in guiding the educational progress of the student, In several cases, the 
only copies of the lEPs appeared to be on file at*the school district office, 
which generally was remote from the school and cl^as^sroom where the special 
education was pvovided. In on& case, ten students shared^ single lEP, On 
the other hand, the process intended by P.L, 94-142 ^as clearly bein^ imple- 
mented in a number of school districts. School-based committees were making 
placement decisions^ preparing lEPs, and monitoring student progress. 

School district and school^ personnel who worked with handicapped students 
'generally appeared competent and highly^motivated, While they often worked 
finder considerably less than^optimum conditions, they typically were optimistic 
and enthusiastic about their work, about progress made to date, and about the 
possibilities for progress in the future. 
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Chapter 4 

Major Findings and Implicatix>ns 

Tbis chapter summarizes tbe maj or findings and implications of both 
Level 1 and Level 2 of the Retrospective Longitudictal Substudy, 

^ MAJOR FINDINGS OF THE LEVEL I SUBSTUDY 

The specific question addressed by the Level 1 Retrospective Longitudinal 
Substudy was: "What is the difference between two consecutive school years in 
the answers to Basic survey Questions 1-7, Following is a summary of major 
findings for each of these seven questions, 

A- What Do lEPs Look Like? 

From the prior year (the 1977-78 school year) to th^ current year (the 
1978-79 school year) there was a slight increase in the average number of 
pages in an IEP» an increase in the proportion of lEPs that provide a pla^ 
for parental approval^ and an increase in the proportion of lEPs that consisted 
of separate documents from different . teachers or service sources , Current 
year lEPs tended to provide more headings for both mandated and nonmandated 
information and tended to be less restrictive in limiting the number of short* 
term objectives-^ ( 

. ■ J 

* What Kinds of Information Do lEPs Contain? , 

There was considerable improvement in the current year lEPs in the extent 

to which they included the 11 items of information mandated by t^ie Act, In 

particular, a larger proportion of current year lEPs included short-term 

objectives, evaluation crft^ria , evaluation procedures , evaluation schedules, 

and assurance of at least ai{>anual. evaluation. There was some indication of 

r V 

a tendency toward including additional nonniandated information as well, 

C . How Is Information Presented in lEPs? 

There wer^ improvements in current year lEPs from regular schbols in the 
specificity of information regarding the projected date of initiation of 
services^ proposed evaluation procedures, and assuranjce of at least an annual 
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evaluation. In general^ tbese improvements were not^^npted ^in *iEPs from'^^pec £al 
education schools, * / ^ 

The average number of short-term objectives in current year lEPs in- 
creased by almost 50 percent, ^ 

[ 

D. Who P#rt ici^ates in the Development anfl Approv,al of lEPs?* 

There was a definite increase in the proportion of current year lEPs that 
showed participation in the development and approval processes by teachers ^nd 
the rapists } administrative personnel^ and parents. This change occurred in 
regular school lEPs but not in ^EFs from special education schools. 



E, What Types of Special Edircation and Related Services Are Specified 
in lEPs? _ * ' 

Few conges were noted in the types of spec ial^^^ejiu^ation and related 



services specified in lEPs. There was a slight increase in the proportion pt 
lEPs that contained goals and 
in vocational/prevocational. i 



/ 



lEPs that contained goals and objectives in the areas of 'social adaptation and 



F, How Informative and Internally Consistent Are lEPs.? ^ 

There was a slight increase in the proportion of lEPs that showed infor*- 
mativeness and internal consistency 'b^ including need statements, goals^ arid 
objectives In readlng^or oral or written English. Also, there was an increase 
in the proportion of lEPs that included at least one instance of a short-term 
objective that related to an annual goal that related to an area of^ indicated 
need- Current -year I EEs were somewhat more sinf orroative in that a larger 
proportion of lEPs included information mandated b^ the Act. 

G- In What Service Settings, and for Vhat ^Proportion of the Academic Week, 
Do Students Receive the Special Education Services Specified in lEPs? 
. No change was noted from the prior year to the current year in the service 
settings in which special education servicers were provided, or in the propor- 
tion of the academic week that handicapped 'students spent in these settings. 
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' . ■ ' MAJOR fAIInGS of the level 2 SHBSTUDY 

This section stunntarizes tbe findings'of the Level 2 Substudy by pre^eAting 
major ^i^iags regarding foujp^rqpe^cch questic^s addressed by. the^ Level 2 

*^ A* What Is- the Nature -o^ the Special Kd^catioa and Related Services ttiat . 

Studeg'tls in the Subsample Actu^nj^'^eireived? , _ ^ 

^ * Th^r assessment of the p-reseat level of functioning of the 61 ^t^ud^nts in 

,the ' Subsantple consisted primarily of administration oi achievement tests or' 

"teacher-made teste, ^owevet, a fairly wide range of t>oth academic and fjtinc- 

tional assessment techniques was usedf. Most assessments were conducted eitbier 

*"at ,tjtie end *af the prior year or at the beginning of the current year, ' 

Over half of the students received specials education in a resource. room; 

about one- third received special education in ^ self -contain^ classroom. 

Half Off the^students reteived ten hours^or less of special education per weekj 

^ the othfer hall' received twelve and one half hoi^rivor more, 

/ ^ • ^ ^ * * 

: About two-thirds of the lEEs became effective at the b^giinnifig of the > 
'^cho6l *year, ^ About 15 p^cent became effective, at the beginning of the second 



.,hSlf of the' school 'jtear. The ^ending dat^ of ^eis^^ice for .almost all ol- the * 
***** * ^ ^ * * ' 

special ^^edi^catioa programs w^as the end of the'Scho<fl year. ' v 

' , ■ . ^ ' . / ■ * ' ' \ . *^ ' 

^ * The special Education programs gferierally \were directed toward meeting 

goals in re^<fia:g^ or 6l;al or written Engl^isb anH/or matlfematics, About one- » 

third qX the lEPs included^ goals in ^social ^dapt^ation; about 15'percent jn- , 
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eluded goals- in speech. 

* Progress toward' meeting shor-t-fcenn objectives was evaluated at least. . 
, ever^j BiXj«'eekSyi^^about^half of ttxe special' education program#r The balance/ 
weife. evalHateslAess often or had no particular Evaluation scfeedure; 

' B- Htfw Do ^the Services Actually Rgfeeived Comparaf-tvith Those Specif igd in 

/ the'StWden^^s lEP? , ' ^ . W ^ ^ 

V 7 ^ i' ^ . * ^ 

. There y^sfc^yery „clos^ agreeny5n,t bet^^een ithe actual special education 
^(frogtiims »and th^^progjrams specified in the lEPs, This w^s true ior both the 

^p^idr yj5ar*an^ the*' current year. *"1JhQ}:e appeared to be ^no attempt to promise 

f - ' - * 

services in the lEP with no ,intention*^oI actually providing thag^servic?, 
? Instead^ the actual programs tended.to be more^^ompreh^jj^iva than ■;the^program 
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outlined in the^ lEPs. For ^ample^ the evalua,tion of pr^ent ievel of^1|erfor- 
mao^ce oftea was more thotroiigh than was outlined in the^HF, the nuiiiPer^^of 
aondal goals being worked on often was l^ger^ and tjie actual classroojn objec- 
tives generally were more detailed thah ^the sun^a^ s'tatdme^ts- in the lEPs. 

Tlire? possible, reasons for^ the tendency of the actual programs to expand 
^slightly on the programs outlined iS the lEPs ar6 .as follows:, 

, 1) .The"IE# format -of ted tepd^d to restrict the type, amount, or levfel 
o^ detail of information included tn the IB^f' 
2) In &ev?r^l «choi)l districts, the district* s policies indicated*<that 
*the development of lEPs was more of a legalistic function t^an of an 

educational function. Fot e^ampl^, in several*cases the only copies 

* * * ^ * *' 

of the lEPs apparently were kept^at the school di^rlct office; in 

. . ^ * ^* ■ * " ^ . ■ ' 

one cas^ ten students shared a single lEP. ■ * 

' . ^ ' ^ J, - ' - 

There was some indication of insufficient .^^^rvice tjr^ining:^ 

Several"special education teachers indicated that they hail neither 

. the. graining nor the time to prepare'a-n offtimum' lEP. 
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How Knowledgeable Are Parents (Guardians^ About the^EPs 6f Th 



Children (Wards)? , - ' , ' 

*^ ■ * * ' ' 

All of the parents were- aware .that t)ieir child had an lEP. Practi<;ally 

all of tlfl|set^pac^i>ts -v^re at-least^, vaguely fatnil^^'r witlf the contents of the 

IEP» ^t •IcEa^t^ofle-'thajrd of thes^ w^'tti^^at least somewhat^^milfar with the^ 

^tont^nts , and about*ciae-f if th*^of the parents ^o were aware that their child 
had^an lEP were thoroughly familiar w^ith the contents. In general, parents 
were ^ware of their child's placement ah*, the general services being provided. 
They were considiar^bly less familiar with the annual goals and 3^rt-te*rm 

^objectives. Parents tended to be slightly less familiar with the contents of 
tJje^IEP than the teachers thoa|ht ,th^ey were. There. wa's a str^otf/ relat'ionship 

'between parental familiarity with I^Ps^ anft parental pa"rti,ci|fetion^ in the lEP 

\ ^ ' ^ ' ' ! ^ ' ^ . 

prtcess . r " ' ' ' ■ ' 

* Most of the parents nat only "stated that their child was 'receiving the 

services specified in'^he IEP» but.als^o ^pressed approval .of the program. 



i^he lEP. 



What. Personnel Provj^^e ^What Proportion of , the lEP D^loj>i^nt Effor^?^ 



^or half of the 6], ^students in the suhsampXe, the teacher who provided 
the' special ^duoation^state^" that -he or she personally preparexl tHe- lEP which 



^ was later ' reviewed by the committee. ^For most of the balance of the lEPs, the 
teachet; who provided the special education provided 50 percent or more of the 
inputs ^pp the lEP. For one-foutth of Che IEPs> the parents provided 10 percent 
^ mo^ of the" inputs to. the' ]^P. In most of the remaining cases, the parent 
did not participate at all in the, actual lEP preparation . * / ^ - 

- III. . CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

^ The ^ajor conclusion of the -Levpl 1 Substudy was th§t, while, as detailed 
in VolOme III, .a sizeable proportion of current year lEPs still' did not meet 
tb^ legal requirements of the Act, coilsfLderablg gains were ra^e froilT the prior 
to the current year in preparing lEPs' that di^l meet the requirements/ -'Kowever', 
onl^minimal changes were made in providing additional useful, but not m^d^ed 
infonnation in lEPs.„ Considering that the prior year was the initial year for 
implemendation of the Act's requirements - for lEPs, this conclusion appears to 
reflect ^ logical epphasis, in the. current year lEPs, on attempting. to meet 
the legal' requirements One implication of these changes is that 4 follow-up^ 
on the Le^*el 1 Substudy is needed to determine to what extent ihe progress 
^reflected in the Leve^ 1 Substudy findings continues to be mad^ in succeeding 
. yeSrs. Such. a foLlow-up study also couin provide XAsighte into.,change iJr the ^ 
degree to which lEPs'are considered to be educational a^ opposed to legalistic 
d^cnments.^ Such change ^lak^t^f would be.reflected in the prepj^rtioh. of ' lEPs 
at provide useful SdiicJation-reiated ^nformatioiV not nec«ssarily re<5tiire3 by"* 
e Act, ^ > ' * * . ^ r 

The major conclusion of the LeVel 2 Substudy was that there was a close 
mapch between special services^rovided arid special services as 'documented in 
*IEPs- - Thig finding not only provided svpport for the Basic Survey findings 
regarding, the liature and extent 'of serviced provided ti> handicap^d stu(^jfehts, 
but a^lso in<k(cated that lEPs could be used wi,th a high degree o^ \c^l||j.den%e to 
monitor overall compliance with the*^Act, ^ Jr itt^ * 

- While! the teveL 2 Substudy findings ; regarding parental input^^-rnt;j:) the 
IEP "process and parental attt'tudes toward the program empt^sized certain weJP- 
-hess,es. regarding lack of *^>^rticipation by ^omft ^^ret^ts » the general piict,ure 
was quite positive and indicated that the increased patentai partici/pation is' 
an^imp'ortant outcome of ^implementation of the Act- ' . ' ^ 




Anotter finding of L^vel 2 Substudy 'vas ,that there was a Jirect^^^tion-' 
ship between^ th^ lEF fq'rmat and the coaQplet^neas of^ the I£P/ ThiM^Bdiag 
supported similar findir^gs "in the Basic "Survey r^'^^Tbe implications are strong 
that additional attention Tls required in developing or adapting lEP fot^ts 
that iD'Aud^ space for manQated and Other\iinportaDt edlic^ional inforn^lon, 

/ Level 2 Substudy iSterviej^s ^wittt district^ and school personnel reinforced 
Basic Survey findings?'-tiat ,&any\IEPs reflect ^a' need for adjiitional training on 
the part^ af ^those who prepare tlje^IEPs. One mpllcatlon ^of the substudy was 
tkaj: in-service training, is^eeded particularly In the writing g£ short-term 
ofjjectives . 
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Appendix A 



Supporting -Data, fot Chapter ^ 



2) 
-3) 
4) 



5) 



6) 



(a) day 



Criteria for Determinin g the Occurrence of Mandated Information in lEPs ^ 

3 ' = ~ ♦ 

^ A determination- as "to the occurrence of. m^n^ilf ed information ib I^s was 
based on questions in the lEP Evaluation ' Checklist . The follovitLg" criteria 
were used to determine whether, or. not the following typ,es of mandat&d Sipforma- 
tion were included: 

1) Statement of pjresen^t level of performance^ any number^ ircle^a^ 
the ^ column labeled ''Present level of functioning listed** (Item 6/ 
Column A) . ' ' 

Statement of annual goa)ls : * aay >{^sltive number entered in cpluum 
labeled ^Numbet'of -goals Xispm**. (Item 6, Column E). 
ShotX-term objectives"; "any positive number entered' in« column, labeled 
''Number -of short-term objectives" (Item 7 > Column A). 
Statement of specific educati^on^l services to be provided; 
appropriate information enteVed under a heading requesting such 
information (Item 3, Column B> number 14); (b) any positive- number 
entered In coliiinn labeled '*Number of goals listed'* (Item. 6, Column E); 
(c) any positive number entered in column labeled ^'Number of short- 
t^rm' objectives'* (dtero 7, Cdlomn A); or ^(d) any number circled to , 
Indicate a rel'ated serrvice to be received (Item 10). ^ ^ 

State'ment of extent of participation, in the regular prbgramV' any 
amount oi time (either peVceBt or minutes per veek) entered in 
ques ^iojL regard ing propor tion or amou nt of time , ass ign ed to special , 
services (Item \ " f * ' * ■ 

Projected tdatp for inLtiation*of services; . an item circled in the* ' 
question on begihniijg ^dates of service (Item 12) which stated that.-''" 
the date(s) vas' (were)' (a) spjecifically'stat'ed> (b) coQld be inferred 
from\Jfek contained iji^'goal^" or objectives; or (c) could be inferred 
from dlitlEP was p^repared. 

'Anticipate_d duration of services^ an*- item ^rtl^ed. in the que^ti'op 
oii' duration of.set^ices* (Item 13) "which stated that the" dliration w^s 



7) ■ 



^) apec^fically'stat'ed;, (b) i'nferred from'dalies gf^en for goals or 
objectives; (c) inferred from heading , fftatln^g th^t^oals were Anmia^l 



goals; or (d)' ttlat servjic^sfrtfould be provided 



dM'^s a'ojvfr 3 



is neeil^d," 



Proposed evaiuatio0 criteria /amy appropriate, infoiljnatiori .entered 
under a beading requesting sucb information^ or any posj^^e nuhtber 
entered in Colxtmn ■ ).abeled **VuiDb,er of objectives -that laclude a ,^ , 
logical statement of expected bettavio^ to^ an acceptable standaxd'* 
(Item 7, Column B). Included in this latter criterion wereCa) a 
Statement of observable behavior^ (b) a statement of' specific criteria 
by which student would be judged to- h^ve met/not met that objective; 
and (c) reasonably logical internal consisteilcy betwe^en statements 
"a" and '*b/' (It should be noted that evaluation criteria listed 
anywhere in the lEP were^ considered to be a part of the related 
shtfrt-term objectives.) 

Proposed "evajtuation procedures; 40 item circled in the question ' 

'regarding evaluation procedures (Item 14) which stated that.^the 
procedure - wafs (a)_^clear from the short^-terro objectives; (b) c<^ 
tained in a precise statement of how the evaluation (of tbie short- 
teAi objectives lifted i'a the lEP) should be conducted; or (c) in- 
ferred from unclear stateEnents of how -the evaluation (of short'term 
objectives listed in "the I£P) should be corfducted, or from unclear 

^sbort-tenn objectives . (An example of an unclear statement or * 
unclear objective is. "wifj learn multiplication tables.'^ While'it 
i5 not cle^r to an impartial observer exactly what procedure will be 

.used to determine whether or hot the objective has b^en metr there 
is sxme reason to believe that an appropriate procedure maV be 
assumed . ) ^ ♦ ' . ^ - 

Proposed , sche^iiles "for aeterininang whether instructional objectives 

'are bei^^ met: an item in ^he que^tign, concerning evaluation schedules 
(Intern 15) ^ich' stated ^that the schedule was: (a) specifically 
stated a^ j&eing CUe evaluation schedule; (b) implied froOt th€ short-^ 

^te^ obj ectives'j or (c) in^^ied from begianing-of'treacineilt and . . 
ead-'^of-tr^^tment dates, J , 

As'suranees of at least an annual evaluation: 'an item circled in the 

question, re^ax^ing- ah anriual evaluation (Item 16) which itated.that: 

(a) all'^Qf th? shoi;tj»term objectives' appear to^eqult^e at least a^i- 

* J * * * 

annual evaluation ocf (b) $oroe, but pot all, of the Short'tetm objec 

I ' * * ^ ' ' ' * 

tives appear to requkre at least an annual evaluation. . \ 



Table A.l 



DISTRIBUTION OF THE NUMBER OF PAGES IN lEPs , FOR, REGULAR 

^ AND SPfiCiA SCHObnS FOR' PRIOR AND CURRENT YEARS 
(In p^rcemts, with standard errors n^ted in parentheses)* 



}f umber 
of ^ Pages 



Regular School 



Prior 
Year 



Current 
\year ■ 



Sp^ciaL School 



Total 



Prior 
Year 



Current 
Year ' 



Prior 
Year 



Current 
Year 



1 

4 

z 

3 
4 
5 

■ 6 J 

7-10 

11 or" 
greater 



10.9 


<2:t» 


6.3 


CI. 6) 


2 


.8 


C2.2) 


23.0 


C3.'2). 


21. A 


(2.5). 


12 


.A 


(A. 9) 


L7.2 


(^5-)' 


16.9 


(2.0) 


13 


.A 


(3.8) 


13.2 

* 


(1.9) 


12.5 


(1.7) 


■9 




(3.3) 


9.0 


U'.5) 


U.q 


(2.p) 


11 




(A.l) 


9.0 


a, 6)-^ 


UP 




1.7 


.5 


(3,8) 


12.3 


U.:3) 


1^.5 


(l.S) 


23 


.9 


(A. 7) 


5.5 


(1.3) 


8. A 


(1.5) 


18 


.9 


(5.7) 



2.7 (2.1) 

15.2 (6.1) 

16.9 (2.0) 

7'.8 (3.9) 

11.0 CA.2) 

6.3 (3.^^) 

23.7 (5^8) 

18.8 (4.9) 



UO.A (1.9) 6.1 (1.5) 

22. A (A. 9) . 21.1 (2. A) 

17.0 (2. A) 16.8 (1,9) 

13.-0 (1. 7) 12.3 (1.6) 

9.1 (1.5) 13.8 (1^9) 

8.9^(^:6) . 6.9 (1.2) 

12.9" (2.3) lA.lj_(1.7) 



6.3 Cl:3) 



9'.0 £1.5) 
-O-: 



"Mean 
number 
6t pages 



■A. 5 (0.3) 



5.2 (0.3) 
» — 



7. A (1.01 7.2'C0.7) 



4.7 (0.3) 



5.3 (0.3) 



Table A. 2 



DflSTRIEUTION 
BY REGULApj^AND 
^CI<i pereents, 



OF lEPs ACROSS CATEGORIES 0? READABILITY, 
SPECIAL SCHOOLS FjOR PRIOR. AM> CURRENT- YEARS 
w%th standard errors' noted in fiarehthjeses) 




• Table A. 3. - 

PROPORTION OF lEPs CONTAINING HEADINGS, BY REGULAR AND SPECIAL- 
SCHOOLS. FOR , PRIOR AND CURRENT YEARS " 
(In percents, with standard erfors noted' in, parentheses ) 



t 



ReRular School 



Special School 



Total 



Headings for : 



Prior 
Year 



Curreat 
Year* 



Prior. 
Year- 



Current 
Year 



Prior Current 
Year Year 



Student*s age'^or, 
birthda t^ 

Student* s grade level 



Student' s sex 



Student's race 



Present^ levet^ of 
peif forniance 

AsseS£|a>enb data to 
suppori;^resent level 
of p^rformatrc^ ^ 

Date of ti^e assessment 
of present level of 
foi^nce 

^^]xte o^'sjudent*s 
^aoArap * ■ 

Student's strengths 



Sltxi^ent^s special ^ 
interests 

Student's schoolr 
,attendaace necdrd 

\^ ' m < 

Placenfent, recommendations 

Services (special *3^d 
related) tc be provided-^ 

Ra^ional^ for placement 
ox -services 



77.1- 

0.3) 

57.3 

>13.6 ■ 
C3.7; 



2.2 

Ci.o) 

86.5 

C2/3. 

31.3 
C3.A) 



17.8 

(2.5) 



23.8 
(4.2) 

22.7 
(3.3) 

1,8 
(0.9) 

1.6 

(0.7) 

61,0 
(3.9) 

70.8 

(3.5) 

18.7 ■ 
(3.0) 



^79'" A 
.(■2.9)- 

59.2^ 
. (A.O) 

* IA.2 

(r.9) 

7.8 ^ 
(3.1) 

' 87.1 
(2.7) 

* 

39.1 



•22.5 

n.i) 



26.9 
(A. 6) 

23.1- 
(3.4) 



1,8 

a'. 2; 

A.Q 
(1..8) 

62.9 
;(4.2) 

76.5 
(3.4) 

20.0 
.(3.1)- 



85.7 
(A. A) 

56.0 

(8.4) 

16.7, . 

£5:7) 

6.8 

(A.l) 

87.1 
(5.1) 

19.4 

.(5.2) 



*12.8 
(3.0) 



. 25,5 
(6.7) 

20-0 
(5. 6 J 

- 2.7 
<2.0) 

0,9 

67.4 ' 
(8.1) 

79.8. 

(5,8). 

16.7 
(6.3) 



92.7 
(3.2) 

60.5 " 
*(8,3) 

U'.9 
(6.6) 

14.2 
(5..0) 



90, 

(^. 



7 

1) 



32.9 
(6.6) 



1^.9 

(5- 2)' 



31.5 
('6.9) 

18.0 
(5.3) 

2.7 
.(2-0) 

8.9 * 
(6.1) 

.73.9 
(7.2) 

89.1 

(A 1), 

24.2 

(5,6) 



77.5 
'(3.2) 

57.3 
(.3.8) 

.13.8 
(3.6) 

2.5 
(1.1) 

86.5 

(2,3) 

30.7 

(3.2) 



17.5 

(2. A) 



23.9 
(A.l) 

22,6 
, ,(3.3) 

(0.9) 

1.6 
(tf.6) 

D.8) 

n-2 
(3. a; 

18.6 



80.1 
(2.8) 

59.2 

(A.O) 

4. 

1A.5 

(3.9) 

8.1 

q.-i) 

87.3 
.(2.6) 

38.7 
CA.O) 



22. L' 
■(3.0) 

27.1 
(A. -5) 

22.8 
(3.3) 

1,9 
(1-2) 

A. 3 . 
(1.9) 

63.5 
(4.X) 

'77.1 
(3,3) 

.^0.2 
(3.0) 



continued 



\ 



Table A. 3 (continued) 



Regular School 



Special School, 



Total 



Headings fon"^ 



Prior 
Year 



Current 
' Year 



Prior 
Year 



Current 
Year 



Pri'Qr 
Year 



Curpent 
Year 



Persooael responsiible 
for services 

Date services to begin 



Anticipated duration of 
services 

Recommended extent of 
participation in regular 
program 

Date of preparation 
of 'lEP 

Participants in lEP 
process 

Signatures of individuals 
approving the lEP 

Titles of individuals 
approving the lEP " \ 



Parental approval 



Aan>ial goals 



Priority listing of } 
annual -goals ^ ' | 

Short-term objectives j 



Recommended instruct^ional 
materials , resources > or 
technique^ 

ft 

Proposed evaluation 
criteria* 

41 

Proposed evaluation 
.prpcedu;^e ' 



62.2 
■.CA.3) 

80. A 
(2:8) 

71.9 
(3. A) 

63.9 
(3.7) 

81.0 

(2.8) 

78.2 
(3,2) 

55.5 ' 
.(3,8) 

68. A 

(3.7) 

62.3 
,(3.3) 

87.5 
(2.3) 

18.7 
(2.8) 

'S2.A ■ 
(2.5) 

63.0 
(3.7) 



A3. 9 
(A.l) 

36.0 
(A.l) 



J 



67.9 
(A.O) 

85.9 
(2.5) 

75.0 
(3.7) 

7A.8 
(3.8) 



81.1 ' 
■(2.8) 

8A;6 
(3,1) 

60.6 
(A. 2) 

73.8 
(3.6) 

75.7 
(3. A) 

92.2 ■ 
(2.1) 

16.5 
(3.0) 

91.3 
(2.0) 

60.1 ' 

(3,7) 



5A.8 
36:0 

(A.l) 



A. 5 



6A.5 
(3.0) 

80.7 

(5:8) 

76.2 
(7.1) 

6i*.i* 
(8.6) 



86.1 
(A.. 3) 

82.0 
(5.6) 

43.5 
(6.5) 

75.4 
(5.3) 

74.8 
(4.8) 

86.3 

15-. 1 
(4.6) 

86.9 
(6.1) 

. 66.2 
(8.3) 



35,4 
(6^.8) 

41. ■ 
(8.0) 



65.1 
(6.7) 

86.6 
(5.3) 

91.4 
(3.9) 

.74.0 
(6.7) 



94.2 
(2.6) 

90,8 
(3.4) 

49.0 
(7.7) 

81.0 
(5.9) 

81. 1 

(4.8) 

95.3 

(2.6) 

11.6 
(4.0) 

90.9' 
(4.2) 

sr 
47.0 

(8,0) 



38.7 . 
(7.6) 

'36.1 
(6.9). 



62.3 
(4.3) 

80.5 
(2,8) 

72.1 

(3,4) 

63.9 
(3.6) 



6/. 7 ^ 



85.9 
(2.5) 

75.8 
(3.-6) 

«> 
74.7 
(3.7) 



81.2 
(2.7) 

76.4. 
(3.1) 

54.9 

(3.7) 

68.7 
(3.6) 

63.0 
(3.2) 

87.7 
(2.3) 

18.5- 

(2.7) 

82.6 
(2.4) 

r 

63.2 " 
(3.7) 



43,5 
V4.O) 

36.3 
(4.1) 



81.8 
(2.7) 

. 84.9 ' 
(3.0) 

6d.o 

(A.l) 

74.1/ 
(3.5) 

7^.0 
' (3.3) 

92.3. 
(2.0), 

16.3 
(2.9) 

91.3 
, (1.9) 

59,4 
(3.^) 



54.0 
(3.6) 

36.0 
*(4.0) 



ccvitinue(j 



9. 



Table A. 3 (coatiaued) 











He^adiags for: 


Regular 


School 


Special 


School 


Total 


Prior 
Year 


Ci^rrent 
Year 


Prior 
Year ' 


Current 
Year 


Prior 
Year 


Current 
Year 










Proposed evaluatioQ 


lit 




26 


6 


25 


9 


27 


5 


lit.it 


U 

26 .6 


schedule 


t 


' 


('3 


7) 


(5 


7) 


(7 


6) 


(3.2) 


(3.7) 


Proposed lEP review 




7- 


^8 


7 


56 


3 


53 


9 


47 .2 


49 .0 


^ date 


C'* 


1) 




2) 


(8' 


0) 


(7 


0) 


(4.0) 


(4.2) 


^^Vnnual lEP review date 


9 


3 


11 


1 


. 5 


it 


2. 


8 


9-. 1 


10 .6 


1 


(2 


5) 


(1 


9) 


/ (3 


6) 


(1 


5) 


(2.5) 


(-1.9) 


Results of lEP review 


6 


.2 


10 


9 


1 


7 


3 


1 


t 

. 6.0 


10. S 




(2 


.0) 


(2 


2) 


(1 


1) 


(1 


8) 


^■9) 


(2.1) 


ParticipaDts iu lEP - 


it 


2 ' 


9 


5 ■ 


1 


6 


2 


8 


4.0 


9.2 


* 

review 


(1 


.1)' ' 


(2 


0) 


(1 


1) 


(1 


5) 


(1.1) 


(1.9) 


Other 


22 


.9 


38 


7 


33 


9 


39 


3 


23.4 


. ■ 3|D7* 






.1) 


(it 




■ (8. 


1) 


J 7 


0) 


(4.1) 


^(3?1) 


Date short-term 


lit 


9 


. lit 


6 


it3 


9 • 


32 




25.8- 


. 25:0' 


objectives met / 


. (3 




'.. (3 


8) 


(7 


it) . 






(3.4) 


(3-. 7) 


Results of parent 


11 


5 


9 


0' 


16 


I 


18 


7 


117 


9.5 


notificatioQ 


(2 


^) 


(2 


D- 


• (5 




(6 


7) 


(2.4) , 


(2.2) 


Student's prijnary 


7 


9 ' 


7 


2 


7 


2 


,10 


2 


7.9 


7.3 


language 


(3 


1) , 


(3 


6) 




5) 


(5 


0) 


(3.2) 


(3.6) 


Physical education need 


12 


9 


11 


8 


23 


5 


13 


5 ' 


13.4 


11.9 




(2 


5) 


(2 


5) 


^(7 


^) 


"(5 


0) 


(2.5) 


, (2.4) 


Modification of 


0 


6 


0 


8 , 


0 


7 


1 


4 


0.6 


. 0.8 ' 


graduation standards 


(0 


^) 


(0 




CO 


7) 


(1 


4) 


..(0.5) 


JO. 6) 











Table A. A 



BI^TRIBUIIpN OF lEPs THAT LIMITED THE SPACE FOR AMUAL GOALS OR 
FOR SHOKT-TERM OBJECTIVES, BY REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS 

FOR PRIOK AND CURRENT YEARS 
^(In percents, with standard errors noted in fiarentheses) 



* 

4 # 

Formats That 
Limited The: 


Regular School 


Special School 


Total 


Prior Current 
Year Year 


Prior- Current 
Year Year 


Prior Current 
Year Year 


Number of Annual 
Goals 

Number of Short- 
Term Objectives 


65-5 . 67-4 
(3-5) (3,5) 

47-7 39,8 
(3\6) (3-8) 


61,3 65-1 
C7-7) (7,3) 

33,7 28-4 
(7.4) (7,0) 


65.2 67.3^ 
0:5) (3. A) 

A6.Sf- • 39.2 
(3.5) (3.7) 



Table A. 5 

. lEP FORMAf AS RELATED TO PARENTAL APPROVAL, 
FOR PRI&R AND CURRENT YEAR$ 
(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses) 



Fongat Classifications 



Approval (or disapproval^) would have *been 
for the entire lEP . 

Appjroval (or disapproval) would have be*tr 
for annual goals but not for short"term 
objecty^es , 

Approval (or disapproval) would have been 
for part but not all of the short-term 
objectives 

Appr-cfval (or disapproval) would have been 
for services tO' be provided but not for 
annual goals or shor^t-term objectives 

approval (or disapproval) would have been 
for some portion %t the lEP, but could not 
determine' what would' have been approved ^ 

No place for approval pjr disapproval was 
provided - ' 



A.7 



Prior Yeaf: 



45.4 (3.7) 
6,. 5 11.6) 
5,6 (2.0) 

, 7,6 (1:8) 

2. ,4 (0.7) 
32 A (3,2) 



Current Year 



46.4 (4.1) 

11.5 (2,1) 
4,5 (1.2) 

10,4 C2.6) 

1.7 (0.6) 

25,4 (3.2), 



4 ^ 



,9J 



Table A. 6 



DISTRIBUTION OF .lEPs WITH INFORMATION MANDATED BY.P-L. 9A-1A2, 
BY REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS TOR PRIOR AND CURREifT YEARS 
(Iq perceQts^ with staadard errors Qoted in parentheses) 



Regular School 



Special School 



Total 



Mandated 
Information Areas 



Prior 
Year 



Current 
Year 



Prior 
Year 



Current 
Year 



Prior J Current 
Yea r Yea r 



Statement of the present 
level of educational - 
performance • 

Statement of annual 
goals 

Short-terra objectives 



Statement of Specific ' 
educationalXservices 
to be provided 

Statement of the extent 
to which child will be 
able to participate in 
regular educational 
prograEDs 

Projected date for 
initiation o£ specific 
services 

Anticipated duration 
of specific services" 

Proposed evaluation 
criteria 

Proposed evaluation 
procedures 

Proposed ^chedules^ for 
deterrainj^ng ^>^hethl^r 
instructional objec- 
tives are being met 

Assurances of at least 
an annual ^valuation 



88.0 


88. a 


86.1 


<Z-l) 


' (2.4) 


(5.3) 


87.6 




85.3 


(2.3) 


(2.1) 


(A. 3) 


83. A 


90.1 ' 


85.8 


(2. A)* 


(2.0) 


(6.2) 



97.0 
(1.1). 



56.8 
(3.5) 



97.9 
(1.0) 



. .60.6 
Nii3.3) 



W.2 
(2.2) 



A8.1 



85.6 , 

92.9 
(3.3) ' 

89.1 
.(A. 8) 



100.0 
(0.0) 



(6.1-^ \(6-7) 



53.8 

:6. 



99.0 


99.7 


98.9 


(O.A) 


(0.2)' • 


' (0.5) 


91. a" 


9A.7 


93. L 


(1.8) 


(1.6) 


. (A .6) 


55.8 


6A.7 


6A.5, 


(3.5) 


. (3.1) 


. (8.0) 


83.1 


'90 . 1 . 


85.8 


(2. AO 


(2.0) 


(6.2). 



98.0 
(2.0)' 

93.3 
(3. A) 

51.7 
(8.1) 

89.1 
(A. 8) 



79.1 


87 


.2 


83.6 


9§.'3 


(2.6) 


(2 


.3) 


(6. A) 


(5.5J 


78.9 


j87 


.3 


8A.3 


8A.9 


•(2.6) 


(2 


.3) 


(6.2) 


, (5.6) 




87.9 
(2.1), 

87.5 
(2.3) 

83.6 
(2.3) 



97.0 
(l.O) 



56. A 
(3,5) 



99.0 
(O.A) 

9],. 5 
(1.8) 

56.3 
(3.5) 

83.2 
(2. A) 



79.3 
(2.6) 



79 
(2 



87.9 
(2.3) 

92.2 ' 
C2.0) 

9Q.1 
(1.9)- 

98.0 
(1.0) 



60.3 
(3.2). 



99.6 
(0.2) 

9A.6 
(1.5) 

6A.0 
(3.0) 

30.1 
(1.9) 



87.1 ' 
(2.2). 

'87.2 
(2.2) 



JV.8 



0 



Table A. 7 



DISTRIBUTION OF^IEPs BY >fUMBER OF MANDATED AREAS' FOR WHICH lE'P 
CONTAINED INFORMATION, BY REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS 
fOR PRIOR AND CURRENT YEARS 
(Iq perceats^ With standard errors noted in parentheses) 




Regular School 



Number of Mandated 
Information Areas: 



Current 
Year ■ 



Special Scliool 



Prior 
Year 



Current 
\ Year 



Total 



Prior Current! 
Year ' Year 



All eleven mandated 
areas 



Ten mandated areas 
Nine ma^ated areas 



(^Eight mandated are'as^ 
Seven mandate^areas 
Six mandated areas 



Five mandated areas 



Four mandated areas 
Three mandaiTed area^ 
Two^ mandated aneas 
One Ji^ndated area 



30.0 
C3.1) 

29. A 
(2.8) 

15.7 
C2.1) 

-6.9 , 
Ci.i> 



2.6 
(0.9) 



35.0 ' 

' 33.6 ■ 
(2.7) . 

. i6.r 

(2.5) 
' 3 . 3v . ■ 

. (iri) 
v(i'.-o) ' 



3.a\- 
(.t:'o>. 



(2.Q) 
2.9" 

(o.'9:i 

(0.8) 

1.0 ■ 

(0.5) 

0.1 . 
(QU) 




0.0 
(0.0) 



31.0 - 
(6.8) 

28.^* 

(^.^)' 

18.5 . 

(4^0) 
^.'^ 

(2 .'2) 
5.6 

.0.0 
.(0.0) 

.6.0. 
C3.9) 

3.1 

02.?) 

* 

O.i 
(!).6) 

0.0 
.(0.0) 

(t.2) 



2^.5 
(5-. 8) 

^0.7 
(5.7)- 

16.. 1 

' (^.7)- 

; 1-9 

. (1.7) 

3.4 
. (2.4) 

-.2.8 

(l';5) 

1.1 
(1.4) 

6.9 
(0-9)' 

- 1). 0 

a.o) 

1 .'0 

' (1:0) 



0.0 
(Oi'O) 



30,1 
(3.0)- 

29.3 . 
(2.7) 

15.8 
(2.0)* 

4.0 
(1.1) 

.2.7 
(0.9) 

3.6 ' 
(0.9) 

8^ . 
C1.9)^_ 

2.9' 
(0.9) 

1.8' 

:(o.8> 



(0.5) 



■0.2 
(0.1). • 



34.5 
'(2.^) 

34.6 
(2.6) 

16:1 
(2.4) 

3.2 
(1.0) 

•2.0 * 
'(1.0) 

2.4 
"(0.7) 

5,1 

(1.4).J 

.0.5 
(6.2) 

1.0 

(0.5) 

a.i 

Co. 8) 

0.0 
(O.O). 



1 



Table A. 8 

DISTRIBUTION OF lEPs BY DEGREE OF SPECIFICITY OF THE STATEMENT OF 
■ BEGINNING DATES OF SERVICE: A&-COKTAINED ' IN lEPs, BY REGULAR AND 
SPECIAL SCHOOLI FOR PRIOR AND CURRENT YEARS 
(In perceots, with standard errors opted in parentheses) 



Regular School 



Special School 



Total 



St^temeot^of Begioniog 
Bate of Service 



Prior 
Year 



Current 
Year 



Prior 
Year 



Current 
Year 



Prior 
Year 



Current 
' Year 



Was specifically stated 



'Could' be inferred frbm 
dates given for goals 
or objectives 

Had to be inferred fro 
date lEP was prepafed 

There was insufficient 
information *upon which 
to base an inference 



52,2 
CA-0) 



a9.3 
(2, A) 

25.5 
(3.2) 



1,0 
(0.4) 



62-8 
(3.8), 



2fl.5 
(2.8) 

16-5 
(2,6) 



0.3 
(0.2) 



55.. 5 
(8.3) 



26,0 
(6..5) 

17.5 

(7.0) 



1.1 

(0.5) 



66.2 
(7.-1) 



15.3 
■(3.7) 

16. A 
(5.2.) 



2.0 
(2.0) 



5A.2 
(3.9) 



19.6 
(2. A) 

25.1 

1,0 
(0,A) 



62.9 

(.r.7) 



20*. 3 
(2,7). 

16.5 
(2.5) 



O.A 
(0,2) 



» . ♦ " Table A. 9 

DISTRIBUTION OF lEPs BY DEGREE OF SPECIFICITY OF THE STATEMENT OF 
-THE EVALUATION PROCEDURE FOR THE SHORT-TERM O^iJECTIVES, BY REGULAR AND 
SPECiAL. SCHOOLS FOR PRIOlt AND CURRENT YEARS 
(In percents , Vith standard efrors noted in parentheses) 



Statement of the 
Evaluation Schedule 



i 



Regular School 



Special School 



T-otal 



Pr4or 
Year 



Current 
Year 



Prior 
Year . 



Current 
Year 



Prior 
Year 



furrent 
fYear 



Procedure was clear from 
the short-teim objectives 

Procedure was a precise 
statement of how the eval- 
uation should be conducted 

Procedure had to be 
inferred fi;om, unclear 
statements or 'unclear 
short-term objectives 

Procedure could not be 
inferred because it was 
not s^tated and lEP had 
no short-term objectives 



27,1 
(3.0) 

A,0 
(1.2) 



59. A 
(3.5) 



9.5 
(1.9) 



3A,1 
(3^) 

7,1' 
(5.1) 



53.0 
(3.3) 



5.9 
(1.6) 



37.8 
(6, A) 

9.3 
(5.1), 



A6.9 ■ 
> (7.0) 



5.9 

(A. A). 



2?. 2 
(6.7) 

7.8 
(A.O) 



-57.8- 
(7.9) 



7.2 
(3.6) 



27.6 
^2.9) 

A. 3 
(1.2) 



58.8 , 
(3, A) 



9,3 
(1.8) 



33.7 
(3.2), 

7.1 
(2.D) 



53.2 
(3.2) 



%9 
(1.6) 



A. 10 



97 



Table A. 10 



DISTRIBUTION OF HPs BY DECREE OF SPECIFICITY OF STATEMEKT OF THE 
EVALUATION SCHEDULE FOR EVALUATINC SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES, BY 
REGULAR 'and SPECIAL SCHOOLS FOR PRIOR AND CURRENT DEARS' 
(In percents, witli standard errors noted io parentheses) ' , 



f 



^Regular School 



Specfal School 



Statement Best Describing 
Eva Inaction Schedule 



Prior 
Year 



Current 
Year 



Prior 
Year 



Current 
Year 



Prior Current 
Year Year 



Schedule^ was specifically 
stated as be^ng the' 
evaluation schedule 

Schedirle could be 
inferred from short** 
term-objectives 



Schedule had to be 
inferred from the 
beginning^of- treatment 
and end^of-treatment 
dates 

Schedule was oeitber 
stated oor implied 



11.2 

(2.5) 



33.2 
(2.9) 



3A.7 
(2.8) 

20.9 
(2.6) 



14.9 
(3.0) 



38.0 
(3'.6) 



34.3 
(3.2) 

12.8 
(2.3) 



12.7 . 
<3.7) 



50.6 
(7,5) 



20.3 
(4.9) 

16.4 
(6.4) 



10.7 
(4.3) 



4a'.6 
(7.6) 



30.0. 
(7.6) 

-14.7 
(5.5) 



11.3 

(2.5) 



34.1 
(2.9) 



34-0 
(2.-7) 

20.7 
'(2.6) 



14.7 
C2.9) 



38.3 
(3.5) 



34.1* 
(.3.2) 

12.9 
(2.2) 



A. 11 



90 



Table A. 11- 

DISTRIBUTION OF-.IEPs .BY DEGREE TO WHICH lEP INDICATED THAT AN 
ANNUAL EVALUATION OF SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES WAS REQUIRED, BY 
REGULAR AND SPECI^' SCHOOLS FOR PRIOR AND CURRENT YEARS 
(lo perceots, with stao(}ard errors noted io parentheses)- 









h — 1 


Statement o% Aonual 
Evaluation of 
Short-Term Objectives 


Rejtular 


School 


special School 


Total 


Trior 
Year 


Current 
Year ' 


Prior 
Year 


Current 
Year 


Prior 
Year 


Current 
Year 










All of the short'te;nP 
objectives appeared to 
require at Least an 
dnm^d 1 evalua tioQ 


78.8 
(2.7) 

* 


87.3 
(2.3) ' 


82.4 
(6.4)4 


'83.2 • 
(5.6) 


79.0 
(2.6) 


'87.1 
(2,1) 


'Some but not all of the 
short*terti objectives 
appeared to i^equire at 
least an annual evalifation 


6.1 

(O.I) 


0.1 

.(Ori) 


1.8 
Cl.4) 


1.7 
(1.2) 


0.2 
(0.2) 


0.L-" 
(0.1) 


iNone of the short;*terni 
/)bj^ctives required at 
least an annual evaluation 


0.2 ^ 
(0.0) 


0,1 

^■(0.1) 


0.0 
(0.0) 


d.4 
(0.4) 


0.2 
(0.0) 


6.1 
(0.1) 


Such infonnation was not 
given and could not be 
i^fe^red ^ 


2€r.8 
(2.6) 


12.6 
(2.3) 


15.7 • 
(6.2) 


14.7 

(5.5) 


20.6 
(2.6) 


12.7 
(2.2) 











■ : '. 




Table A. 12 

PROPORTION OF lEPs WITH HEADINGS CONTAINING INFORMATION, 
-REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS FOR PRIOR AND CURRENT YEARS 
(In' percehts » with standard errorsaoted in ' parentheses) 



Data Entered Under 
Headings for : 



Regular School 



Prior 
Year 



Current 
Year 



special School 



Total 



Prior 
Year 



Current 
Year 



Prior 
Year 



Current 
Year 



Student's age or 
birthdate 

Student's grade level 

Student* s sex 



Student' s race 



Assessment data to 
support present- level 
of performance . ^ 

Date of the assessment 
of p^sent level o£ 
performance 

Nature of student's 
handicap 

Student's strengths 



Student's sp^ci^l 
interests 

^ r 

Student's school 
attendance record ^ 

P-lacement recommendations 



Services (special or 
related) to be provided 

Rationale foj: placement 
or services * 

Personnel resf^oasible 
for services 



73.7 
(3.3) 

54.2 
(3.8) 

13.6 
(3.7) 

2,2 
.(1.0) 

26.5 
(3.0) 



15.5 
(2.3) 



22.5 
(A.O) 

18.5 
(2.7) 

0.8 
(O.A) 



76.6 . 

(2.8) r 

55.7 

(3.9) , 

13.7 
■.(3.9)' 

7.8 

(3'.1) 

31.5 
(3.5) 



19.2 ■ 
(2.7) 



26.1 

(A. 5) 

18.8 
(2.8) 

1.3 

da)- 



0.8 


2.0 


(0.3) 


(Q.8) 


55.8' 


58.7 


(A.O) 


(A. 3) 


61.3 


65.5 


(A.l) 


(A.O) 


* 

16,1 


18.3 


(A. 3) 


<A.O0 


57.5 


61.5 


•CA.3) 


(A.O) 



80.3 
. (5.5) 

A2.7 ■'. 
(8.0). 

13.5 • 
(5.2) 

-5.6 
(3.6) 

16.9 
(5.0) 



10.2 
(3-.9)- 



23.1 
(7.2) 



89.2 
(a. 5) 

53. A 
^(8.3) 

' 17.8 
(6.2) 

10.9 ' 
- (3.9.) 

21.6 
(6,6) 



8-. 5. 
(3.6) 



30.3 ■ 
'■(6.6) 



18. A - 17-.0 
(5. A). if (5.1) 



2.1 
(2.0)' 

O.A 
(O.A) 

6A.5 ■ 
(7.8). 

65.7 , 
(7.3) 

16^7 
(g*0) 



2:. 7 

(2.0) 

f 

2.7.' 
(2.6T 

67.3 
C7.7) 

69.9' 

(6a) 

17 ..2 t 

(7.3) 



59.5 56.7 
,(8.0) . (7.3) 



70.2 
(3.2) 

53.6 
(3.8) 

13.6 
(3.5) 

2. A' 
(1.1) 

26.0 
(2.9) 



15.3 
,(2.3) 

22.5 

■ (A.;0) 

■16.5 
, (2.7) 

' / 

0.9 

■ ('O'A) 

t 

0.8 
(0.3) 

. 56.2' - 
(3.9> 

' " * 

61.5 
C4.0) 

16. '2/ 
■(A. 2) 

57.5 • 
-(A.l) 



77.2- 
■(■2.7) 

55.6 
(3.8) 

13.9 
(3.8) 

.7.9 
(3.1) 

31.0 
•(3. A) 



18.7 
(2.6) 



26.3 
(A -.A) 

18.7 
(2.7) 

l.A 

(1.1).. 

'2.1/ 
(0.8/ 

59.1' 
(A. 2) 

65.7^ 
(3.9) 

^8'. 3 

■t-^5) 

61.3 

(3 .-9) 



continued - 



.y 



A.l 



table A. 12 (continued)^ 



Regular School 



'HeaidiDgs. for: 



Prior 
Year 



Current 
Year 



_Special Sohoo^ 



Prior Current 
Year Year 



7«tal 



' Prior 
Year 



Curreni.^ 
Year 



Date of preparation 
of JEP 

Participants in lEP 
process 

Signatures of individuals 
approving the IE? 

Titles of individuals 
approving' the lEP 

Parental approval 



^ J^riority listing of ' * 
annual goals ^ 

Re conmi ended instructional 
materials » resources ^ or 
techniques 

Proposed lEP review 
date ^ ' - 

Actual lEP review date 



Remits of lEP review 



Participants in lEP 
rei^iew 

Date short-term 
objectives met. 

Results^of parent 
notification 

Student's primary 
language 

i*hysical education need 



Modification of 
graduation standauds 



75,8. 
(3.0) 

72.3 
(3.2) 

,48.3 
(3W) 

64.0 
(3.7) 

47:2 
(3.5) 

17.4- 
(2.7) 

55.2 
•C3.8) 



35.5 
(3.4) 

7.3 
(2..1) 



0 



4.0 
(1.1) 

15.3 

(2.4) 

10.0 
(2.2) 

6.8 
(2.5) 

8.8 
(2.2) 

0.2 
(0.2) 



7.3.3 
:(2.9) 

81.3 

(3.3) 

56.0 
(4.4) 

71*1 

(3.7) 

58.5 
(3.3) 

15:2' 

(2.8) 

54.6 
(3.8) 



35.2 

8.7 
(1.6) 

7,8 
(1.8) 



5 
(1 



12.0 
(2.2) 

8.2 

(2,0) 



f 



2 

1) 



9.2 

(1.9)' 

0,4 
(0,3) 



A. 14 



70.7 
65.4)^ 

80.1 
(5.8) 

42.3 
(6.7) 

73.2 
(5.5) 

65.2 

(6.2) 

13.2' 
(4.3) 

53.3 
v(«.2) 



48.6 
(8.„2) 

3.5 
(2.1) 

1.7, 
(1.1) 

1.6 
^(1.1) 

29.7 

I3I9 
(5; 2) 

\' 

21V4 

(71-2) 

oi 
(o.p) 



86.9 

(4.8) 

84.2 
(5.2^ 

46.V 
(8.2) 

72.4 
(6.6) 

56.9 
(7.3) 

10.8 ' 
(3.8) 

40.7 
(7.9) 



42.8, 

(7.cn 

2.8 
(1.5) 

0, 7 
(0.5) 

2.8 
(1.5) 

20.? - 
(5.9) 

14.2 
(6. A) 

10.2 
(5.0) 

10.4 

(4.3) 

0,0 
(0,0) 



75.5 
(2.9) 

72.7 
(3.1) 

47.9 
(3.7) 

64.5 
(3.6) 

48.1 

(3.4)^ 

R.2 
(2.6) 

55..1 

(3.7) 



■ 36.2 
►(3.4) 

7.1 
(2.0) 

, 4.9 
(1.5) 

3.8 
(1.1) 

\16.1 
(2.3) 

I 10.2 
i (2.1) 

i 

6.7 ' 
(2.5) 

9.4 
(2.2) 

0.2 
(0.2) 



74.0 
12.8) 

81.4 
(3.2) 

55.8 
(4.3) 

71.2 
(3.6) 

58.4 
C3.3) 

15.0 
(2.8) 

S3 . 9. 
(3.8) 



35.6 

(3.5)' 



8 

(1 



7.5 
(I.7') 

(V.50 

12.4 
(2.1) 

8.5 
(2,0) 

6.4 
(3.1) 

9.2 
(1.9) 

0.3 
(0.3) 



1* 



. ■; ' / Table A. 13 

TYPES OF PERSONS WHO PARTICIPATED IN THE lEP PROCESS, BY RBGUUR 
school' AND SPECIAL SCHOOL FOR PRIOR AND ^ClURRENT YEAR 
(In percents , with standard errors noted in parentheses) 



a/ • ■ ' * 

P<^rcent-* of lEPs with Persons Indicated 

as '^eing Participants ^ by Year apd Type of School 



Regular School 



Classification of Participants 



Prior 
Year 



Curreqj: 
Year* 



Special School 



Prior 
Year 



CurVent 
Year 



ToUl 



Prior 
Year 



Current 
Year 



Category 1:' Teachers, and Therapists 

ne or more regular classroom teachers 
One special education teacher 
Two or more special educatH,j^n teachers 
Speech or language therapists 
Physical or bceupational ^therapist(£) 
Other therapi^(s) ' . 
Physical education tea<;her(s) 
One of the atJove, but can't tell-which 
At least one of the above*' 



13.0 
25.1 
3.7 



(2. A) 

12.9) 
(1.0) 



17.6 (2.5) 
0.0 (0.0) 



0.5 
0.6' 



(0.31 
(0.3) 



15, 

31 

■ 6, 

18 
0 
1 
0 



(2.0) 
(3.2) 
(l.A) 
(2. A) 
(0.1) 
(0.5) 
(0.6) 



12 
U 



(5.7) 
(5.2) 



3.0 (2.0) 
17.6. (5. A) 



32.8 (3.2.) 
67.5 (3.6) 



35.9 (3.7) 
76.1 (3.0) 



6. 

■I 

A. 
Al, 
67. 



(2.6) 
(1.7) 
(A. 6) 
(7. A) 
(6.6) 



(2.8) 
(5.3) 
(0.8) 
(A. 2) 
(2.5) 
(0.8) 



6 
11 

1 
13 

A 

1 

5.8 (3.2) 
53.8 (6. A) 
7?.'9 ..(5.8) 



13 

2A 
3 

17 
0 
0 
0 

33 



.0 (2.3) 
.6. C2.8) 
.7 (0:9) 



6 (2. A) 
3 (3.1) 
6 (0.3) 
8 (0.5) 
2 <3.1) 



67.5 (3.5) 



15 
30 

5 
17 

0 

1 

0 

36.8 
76.0 



(1.9) 
(3.1) 
(1.3) 
(2.2) 
(0.2) 
Co. 5) 
(0.6) 
(3.6) 
C2.9) 



Catef^ory 2: A^^tpinistrative Representatives 

' it ^ 

L^A Representatlve/s) ' , ' ^ * 
Principal or assistant principal(s) 
School representative(s) • 
Case manager(s), chairperson 
.Supervisor ^ ' ■ ■' * - 

At least one of t,he above , . * 



17.7 (2.6) 
28.6 (3.2). 



19.^ (2.9) 
36.2 (3.8) 



5.8 
10. A 

2. '2 
50.7 



(1.5) 
(2.3) 
(0.9) 
(3.9) 



6.5 
1A.7 

1.1 
58.5 



(2.2) 
(3.0) 
(0.6) 
(3.7) 




5fi.8 (7.8) 



17.5 (2.5) 19.5 (2.8) 

29. 1 (3.1) 36.1 (3.7) 

5.5 (1.5) 6.2 (2.1) 

10.7 (2.2) 1A.9 (3.0) 

2.3 (0.9) '1.1 (0.6) 

51.1 (3.9) 58.5 (3.6) 

^ 



13.9 (2.5) lA.O (2.9) 
8. A (1.7) 10.6 (1.8) 



Category 3- Attcilla%y Personnel - 

School psychologist or psychometrist'(s')> 
Counselor(s) ^' i 

Social worker(s) / •* ;■ V- 

Nitrse ■ r * . * 

At least one .of ttie above ' . . 



8. 
2, 
5, 
2A, 



C2.6) 
(i.8) 
(0'.8) 
(1.6) 
(3.2) 



^.3 
11.0 
'2.7 
6.3 



(2.9) 
(1.9) 
(0.8) 
(2.8) 



(3.6) 



10.3 (A.O) 
6.3 (3.7) 
A. 0,(2. 6) 
9.7 C3.7) 

21.2 (A. 5) 




2,7 (0.8) 
6.1 (1.6) 



2.5 (0.7) 
6, A- (2.8) 



2A.1 (3.0) 25,3 (3.5) 
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Table A. 13 (continued) 
i_ 



* 

% t 

Li IdS S I J I Cd CI on O I Ird rci 1. ipdncs 


f Percent-^ of I%Ps with Pergons Ij 
as Being Participants, by Year and Ty] 


idicated 

pe of School 


'Regular School 


Special School 


Total 


Current Prior 
Year Year 


Current Prior 
Year Year 


Current Prior 
* Year Year 


^Category 4: Parents 

Fa rent (s) ^ guardi^n(s) ^ or surrogate (s) 


52,4 (3.*) 63,8 (3.3) 


69.8 (5.9) 63.9 (7.1) 


53,2 (3.5) 63. & (3,3) 


Category 5;, Student ^ 
Student 


1.0 (0,4) 2.4 (0,6) 


1.5 (l.A) 1.0 (0.7) 


1,0 (0,4) 2,3 (0.6) 


Category 6: .Could Hot Classify and Other 


14 & (1 (S\ 16 ^ il 1\ 
1.2 (1.9) 12.8 (2.5) 
21.1 (2.5) 27. A (2.6) 


* 

14 1 f4 5^ 16 ? (U 8^ 
5.6 (2.2) ^.3 (3.2) 
1|8.I {A. 9) 22.5 (5.3) 


IA.7 (2.0) 16.3 (2.1) 
7.1 (1.8) 12.6 (2. A) 
20.9 (2.5) 27.1 (2.6) 


Could not classify-^ 
.^Jthei* . , 
At least one of the above 


,Categ<?ry7: Mandated Personnel t 

lEPs with at least one person tt^m^ 
each of categories 1, 2> and 4 ■ 


29.0 (3.3) 37.5' (3.2) 


33.8 (6.9) 35,0 (6.4) 


29.2 (3.3) 37.3 (3.1) 


Category 8: Categories 1 and 2 

,IEPs with a:t least one person from 
each of categories 1 an^l 2 


41.8 (3.9) 50.0 (3.6) 


43.4 (7.7) 48.4 (6,9) 


* 

AI.9 (3.8) A9.9 (3. A) 



8ased on the column estimated total number of students with lEPs^ adjusted for nonresponse. 

Personnel listed in lEPs that did not note the title or position of the participant or signer could not be 
classified. ; ' ' - ' 



Table A. 14 



TVPES of persons who signed lE?Sy BY REGULAR SCHOOL AND 

SPECIAL SCHOOL FOR PRIOR AND CURRENT YEAR 
(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses) 



a/ 

\ Percent- of lEPs wit'h Persorfs Indicated 
as Being Participants, by Year and Type of School 



Regular School 



Classification of Participants 



Prior 
Year 



Current 
Year 



Sj^ecial School 



Prior 
Year 



Current 
Year 



Prior 
Year 



ToUl 



Current 
Year 



£ategor/ 1; Teachers and Therapists 

One or mojpe regular classroom teachers 

One special education teacher 

Two or more special education teachers 

Speech or language, U^erapxsts ' 

Physical or occupatfpnal therapis^t(s ) 

Other therapist(s) 

Physical education teacher(s) 

One of the above, but can't tell which 

At least one of the above 



7.5 (1. 

19.8 (2, 
2.8. (0, 

12.6 (2. 
0.0 (0, 
0.3'(0, 
0.1 (0. 

2A.2. (2, 

A9.5 (3. 



8) 
8) 
8) 



11. 

25. 
A. 



21 12.8 



0) 
3) 
1) 
9) 
6) 



0.1 
1.1 

0.6 
25. A 
58.6 



(2.1) 
(3.2) 
(1.3) 
(2.0) 
(0.1) 
(0.5) 
(0.^) 
(3.2) 
(A.O) 



12. A 

2.0' 
12.5 (5 

2.3 (1 

1.7. 

A. 7 
25.7 
A8.6 (6 



(5 
(5 
(1 



(1 
(A 
(6 



6) 
0) 
6) 
1) 
8') 
9) 
6) 



6.2 
11.0 
0.5 
10.5 
3.6 
1.1 
5.6 
1) 39.9 
7) 57.1 



(2.9) 
(5.2) 
(0.6) 
(3.9) 
(2.3) 
(0.8) 
(3-.2) 
(5.5) 
(6.1) 



7 

19. 

2. 
12. 

0. 

0. 

0. 
2A, 
A9. 



7 (1.8) 
A (2.7) 
fi (0.8) 
(2.1) 
(0.1) 
(0.3) 
(0.3) 
(2.8) 
(3.6) 



11.5 (2.0) 
2A.3 (3.2) 
A.O (1.2) 
12.7 (1.9) 
Q.3 (0.2) 
■1.1 (0.5) 
0.8- (0.6) 
(3.1) 
(3.9) 



26 
58 



Category 2: Administrative Representatives 

LEA Representative(s) 

Principal or assistant principal(s) 

School representative (s) 

Case aanager(;s), chairperson 

Supervisor 

At least one of the above 



15./ (2. A) 
21.2 (2.9) 
(1.3) 
(1.8) 
(O.A) 



3.9 
7. A 
0.6 
38.3 



17. A (3.1) 
(A.O) 
(2.2) 
(2.7) 



29.1 
6.3 
11.6 



.(A. 8) 18.9 
(5.9) 31. A 



0.6 (O.A) 
(3. A) A9.6 (A. 2) 



12.2 
25.5 

0.0 (0.0) a.o 

13.8 (A. 8) 1A.8 

A. 3 (2.5) 2,A 

AA.7 (7.9)' 53.5 



(6.7) 
(6.0) 
(0.0) 
(A. 9) 
(1.8) 
(7^.8) 



15.5 (2.3) 17.5 (3.0) 
21. A (2.8) 29.2 (3.9) 

3.7 (1.2) 6.0 (2.1) 

7.8 (1.7) 11.8 (2.7) 
0.8 (O.A) 0.7 (O.A) 

38.6 (3. A) A9.8 (A.O)- 



Categoiy 3: Ancillary Personnel 

School psychologist or psychometrist(s) 

Counselor(s) 

Social worker(s) 

Nurse 

At ^east 'one of the above 



11.2 
6.2 



(2.5) 12.0 (3.0) 
(1.7) -7. A (1.6) 
1.8 (0.7) 1.9 (0.7) 
5M (1.6) 6.1 (2.8) 
(3.2) '20. A (3.6) 



19.0 



6.9 (3.5) 7.6 (A. 3) 

5.1 (3,.A) 0.8 (0.8) 
2.5' (2. A) 0.0 (0.0) 

8.2 (3.5) 7.5 (A. 5) 
16.6 (A.O) 11.9 (A. 9) 



11.0 (2.5) 11.8 (3.0) 

6.1 (1.6) .7.1 (1.5> 

1.9 (0.7) 1.8 (0.6) 

5.3 (1.6) 6.2 (2.8) 

18.8 (3.1) 20.0 (3.6) 
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Table A.'IA (continued) 



4 ■ ' 

' '\ ■ ■ " ■ , 

Clas^ficatidn of Participants 


. Percent-' of lEPs with Persons li 
As Being Participants, by^Y^ar and Tyi 


ndicated ^' - , * ' 
pe of -School 


Regular School 


Special*School 


Total * 


Current Prior 
♦Year Year 


Current ■ Prior 
Year Year 


Current Prior 
Year Year 


Category 4i Parents 

Pareat(s)/ guardian(s) , or surrogate(s) \ * . 


AA.6 (3.^) 57,8 O.^) 


6A.8 (6.1)* 60.6 (7.2) 


45.6^ (3.4) 57.9 (3,4) 


Category 5: Studfent . " 
'Student ^ ^ ^ ^ 


>* * 

0.9 (O.A) 2.0 (0,6) 


, ■ — V. 

0.0 (0.-0) 0,5 (0.6) 


0.9 (O.A) 1.9 (0.5) 


Category 6: Could Not Classify and Other 


10. l' (1.7) 13.1. (2.0) 
5.7 (1.8) 10.0 (2.3) 
1A.9 (2.3) 2:1.5 (2.7) 


t 

10.1 (3.8) 15.3 (A. 8) 
A. 8 (2.1) 6.3 (2.6) 
1A._^ (A. 2^ 18. A (5.2) 


10.1 (1.7) 13.2 (2.0) 
5.6 (1.7) 9.8 (2.2) 
1A.8 (2.3) 21.3 (2.'6) 


Couid not classify^^' ' * 

Other , . " 

At least 6ne of the above 
* 


Categ*ory-7; Mandated Efersonnel 

lEPs with at lea^t one ^person from 
each of categories 2^ and 4 


1 

19.2 (2.7) 27'.9 (3.16) 


* 

2A.8 (6.8) 2A.5 (5. A) 


19.5 (2.6) 27.8 (3.5) 


Category 8: Categories 1 an<J 2 

lEPs with at least^one person from 

each of categori*is 1 and'-2 ' ; 


27.7 (3.1) 39.3 (A. 2) 


-t 

30.0 (7.5) 35.6 (6.7.) 


27.8 (3.1) 39.1 (A.l) 



> 

* 

M 

00 



Based «on the ccjlumn 'estimated total number of students with lEPs^ adjusted for nonresponse^ 



5/ 

-^^ Personnel l^ted in lEPs that did ajj^^iote ^^e title or position of the participant or signer could not be 
cl9ssified« ' * ' ' X ■> * . 



lu-, 



V. 



Table A, 15 . ^ 



DISTRIBUTION OF lEPs. CONTAININff VARIOUS COMBlkllONS OF KEED STATEHENTS,/ ^V/ 
GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES IN .SELECTED ACADEMIC AND FUNCTIONAL, AREAS, . /^^^ 
BY REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS FOR PRIOR AND' CURRENT YEARS . ' y - : 
(In percentSj with standard 'errors noted in parentheses) ' . *^ 



a/ 

Combinations-' 



Academic or 
Functional Areas 



Needs, Goals, 
^^nd Objectives 



Prior 
Year 



Current 
Year 



Needs and 
Goals Only 



Priop 
Year 



Current 
Year 



Needs and 
Objectives Only ' 



Pri-CH: Ciyrrent. 
Year . ^ Yeat^/y 



IS 



N^eds/Qp^y 



^Pli^^'^. Current 
Ye^fr^, / ' .^Year 



1. Reading or oral 
or written ' 
English 

2. Mathematics 

3. Social 

9 adaptation 

Self-help skills 

5. Physical 
education 

6- Motor skill's 

7- Speech 

8. Visual acuity 

9. Hearing 

10. Vocational/ 
prevocatiocial 



50.0 (3.6) 61.7 (3.3) 

AA:9 (3, A)' 50-7 (3.3) 

16.0 (2.8) 18.0 (3.1) 

2A:5 (6.9) M.l (A. 2)* 

20.8 (9.8)* 15.2 (5. A)* 

£5.1 (5.1) 20.6 (3.7) 

A7.3 (5.2) A?S (A. 6) 

12.7 (3. A)* 1A.8 (A. 9)* 

11.8 (3.7)* 12.0 (3.6)** 

lA.l (3.6)* 11. A (3.6)* 



11.2 (2.1) 5.6 (l.A) 
9.3 (1.7) 6.3 (1:3) 

f 

11.0 (2. A) 10.1 (2.1) 
17.3(ll:3>* 1.2 (0.6)* 

0.0 (0.0)* 9.0 (6.5)* 
6.7 (2.5)* 9.3 (3.5)* 

8.5 (2.5)* 6.3 (1.9)* 
8.1 (2.3)* 6.6 (5.0)* 
8.8* (2. A)* 13. A (5.9)* 

8.6 (3.0)* 2.5 (l.A)* 



7.0 (l.A) 5.1 (1.2) 

9. A (1.9) 7.0 (1.5) 

7.5 (1,7) 2.3 (1.0)* 

5.9 (3.3)* 2. A (1.8)* 

0.3 (0.3)* 2^6 (2.0)* 

7.0 (2.1)* 8.9 (2.7)* 

3-.7 (1.9)* 8.2 (3.0)* 

8.5 (3.1)* 6.8 (2,7)* 



6.0 (.2.5)* 7.2 (2.8.)* 



7.7 [VM 6.7 (*l.2)f" 

13.5, (2.6) X^rl (1.9). 

30.2 (3.2) 2A.3 (3.5) 

23.2 (8.1) 32.1 (6.9) 

.3.3 (3.3)* 6.3 (4.3)^ 

22. p (A^O) 29.0 (6.0)-. 

uJl (3.9) 17.6 (3.7) 



2.8 (1.7)* 1.9 (1.0)* 



AO 
27 

12 



8 (6.3) A3..6 (6.6) 
8 (A. 7) 39.3 (^.1). 



6 (6.1)* 1A.9 (3.8) 



- (ofttinued 



Table A, 15 (cDntin^ie^) 



Combinations^^ 



Academic or 
Functional Areas 



Oqals and ^ . 
Pbjet?tiyes Only 



Prior 
Veap' 



Cuf rent 
Year 



Goals Only 



Pifior 
Year 



^ Current 
Year 



Obiectives Only 



Prior 
Year 



Current 
Year 



Total 



Prior 
Year 



Current 
Year 



1. Reading or'oral 
or written 
English 

2. Mathematics 

3. Social 
adaptation 

4. Self-help skills 

5. Physical 
education 

6. Motor skille 

7. Speech 

8. Visual acuity 

9. Hearing 

10, Vocational/ ^ 
prevocational 



12.9'V2.5) 15.9 {2.6) 
14.2 G2.2) 14.4 (2.5) 

4 

14.7 (2.8) -25.2 (3.7)\ 
8.8 (3.?/* 16.41(5.0)* 

13.2, (5.0)* 22.5 (8.44* 

14.r(3.5) 12.3 (3.2)* 

9.4 (2.9)* 14.8 (3.8) 

'5.1 (2.4)* 15X(5.0)* 

15.8 {U:U)^ 8.1 (3.8)* 

21.6 (4.9) 36.9 (4.9) 



5.-7 (1.7) 

3".2 (l\3)* 

lltG (2.0) 

9.7 (6.7)* 

21.5 ^.1)^ 

9.4 (1.8)^ 

4.'7 (i.9)^ 
17.1(5.6)^ 

14.7 (^:3)^ 



.1.3 (0.4)* 
3.6 (1,2)* 

9.1 (^.3) 
12.2 (5.8)* 

15.9 (7.2)* 

8.1 (2.1)* 

' 3.4 (1.7)* 

7.9 (3.3)* 

'8.1 (2.7)* 



5.14 (1.3) 3. 

5.4 (1.3) 5. 

9.6 (2.4) 11, 
10.6 (.3.6)* 21, 

40.6(10.7) 28, 

15.0 (3.9) 11, 

9.3 (2.6)* 4. 

7.7 (2.8)* 4. 
15.0 (3.8)* 11. 



7 (0.9)* 
3.(1.4) ■ 

0 (2.6). 

7 (5,5) 

5 (7.2)* 

7 (3.3)*. 

8 (1.2)* 
4 (2.1)* 
8 (3.6)* 



20.4*t6.2) 18;0 (4.2) 



19.9 (6.1) 14.5 (3.5) 



100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 

100.0 

100.6 

100.0 
100,0 
100.0 

100.0 



100 .,0 . 
100. 0-v 

100.0 . 

f 

'100. 0 • 

\oo.o 

100.0 

100.0 . 

t 

100.0 
100.0 

* 

100.0 



a/ 



Cell has an estimated sample«size of less thaor 25 



-\ Percents for each academic/functional area are based 
tb^e^ information items in that area (i.e.^ a^need» goal» 



on the estimated number of 
or objective) . 



lEPs with at least one of 'the 



Additional Ipfonnatiop Related to Change from Prior to Current 



Year ' in Igforma'tiveness and Internal Consistency of lEEts ^ 



As was discussed in detail in Volume III^ an exploratory investigation 
wasr undertaken to answer the research .question regarding the inform^tiveness . 
and internal consistency of^IEPs by viewing the lEPs. from a global 
perspective. The particular focus- was on the extent to which lEPs 
(a) co m municated to t'eachers^ parents ^ administrators ,'^^d other concerned" , 
personnel the pertinent details of the special education and related services 
to be provided, and (b) presented an interaXly c|psistent program for meeting 
the handicapped student's unique needs. The approach taken to accoi^pli^h the 
above was to establish four categories or levels of lEPs ^ each of wh^h 
represents a^ reasonably distinct level of informativeness and internal 
consistency. 

^ Following is a brief description of the four levels. (See Volume III^ 
Chapter 7 for a complete description.) ' , 

a) A Level I lEP was defined as ait incomplete information document. 
Its distinguishing feature was that^ even when the most generous . 
assumptions were made, ^11 of the more essential Information (e.^.^ 
an indication of an educational' need , an annual goal, a short-term 

^ ubjectTve) niandated by Section 602 of the Education ^or all" Handi- 
capped Chi?I<iren Act of 1975 (P.L. 94-142) were not included.'. 

b) A Level 2 lEP was defined as a minimally info^rmative dQCll^n?^^^ -Its 
distinguishio^ feature was that , wh^n quite generous assumptiott^ 

'were made; it di4 incfude the more essential information manda,t$d by 
the Act. However, a Level 2 lEP (1) cPntained little if any ^ 
pertinent data that are not *^sp^cif ically mandated^ (^) only 
marginally presented the mandated dat^a, and (3) may or may not have 
been internally consistent. * ^ ^ 

c) A Level 3 lEP was defined as an informative and internally 

consistent document. It£ distinguishing features were that it 

*^ * 

(I) requirm fewer assumptions to be made regarding the« inclusion of 
' the data mandated by Sectl.on 602 of the Act, (2) contained a limited 
amount of critical but not mand^ed information^ and (3) maintained 
\some degree of internal consistency in that it included at least one 
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' : ' instance'- of '^a short-^term objective .that related to an annual goal 
^ * ^.tb^^ related to ^^.axea of indicated need. 

A Level 4.'*'lj5Bft was* denned as an exceptionally informative and 
inteiMiaXly 'C&o^lstei^ document. It exceeded a Level 3 lEP in that 
/it (1) cj^ntaitn^d additi^onal critical but not mandated information} 
• (2) mait^taiaed a higher level of internal q^onsistency^ and 
(3) contained a large r^ number of and more complete short- term 

objecttiyea^'- 

* 

The distribution of ££Ps^ for the prior year and the current year^ over 
■ • " ■* ■ 

the four in format ivenes^/intemal consistency levels was as portrayed in 
Figure A.l. A distinct improvement in lEFs was aoted in that the proportion 
of Level 3 lEFs increased by 11 percent while the'combined percents of Level 1 
and Level 2 lEPs decreased by about the same amount. While this improvemeat^ 
was noted in both regular school and special education school lEPs, the change 
in special school lEFs was not sufficiently large to be statistically ' 
significant/ As is shown by the fi^re^ no par^icul^r change occurred in the 
proportions of Level 4 lEPs. 

*Two^ types of general improvements were noted in lEPs from the prior year 
to the current year. First, there was an iipprovement in the inclusion of 
information mandated by. the Act (e.g. ^ pre sent-level-bf -performance 
information, annual goals^ short-term objectives^ beginning d'^^ and duration 
of service). ^ Second, there was an improvement* in one measure of internal 
consistency; that is , a larger prop'qrtion o-f lEPs included at leas t one 
instance of a sho^t-tem objective that related to an annual goal that related 
to an area of indicated need^ 

One implication of the indicated ^change is tha t , while an increased 
effort appeared to have been m^ade to meet the requirements of ^ the Act , no 
strong tendency appeared for exceeding the requirements of the Act by 
including educationally important but not ^mandated information . . This is 
indicated by the lack of change in the proportions of Leyel 4 lEPs. 
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Level 4 
Prior -Sfear: 4% 
Current Year; 4% 



Level * 3 
Prior Year; 27% 
Current Year: 38% 



Level 1 
Prior Year; 34% 
Current Year: 26% 



Level 2 
Prior Year; 36% 
Current Year: 31% 



Figure A,l- Distribution of lEPs Over the Four Levels. 



a/ 
b/ 



See Table A. 16 for standard errors. . 

Numbers do not equal 100 percent because of rounding. 
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Table A. 16 

DISTRIBUTION OF lEPs BY INFORMATIVENESS/IKTEgKAL CONSISTE>ICY LEVEL, 
BY REGULAR AND SPECIAL' SCHOOL FOR PRIOR YEAR AND CURRElfT YE^ 
' (In percents, vltb standard errors noted li^ parentheses) 



Level 


Regular .School 


Special School 


Total 


Prior Current 
Year Year 

"T 


Prior Current 
Year Year 


Prior Current 
Year Year 


1 

2 
3 
4 


1 

33.9 (3.2) 26.A (3,r) 
36.5 (2,7) 31.8 (2,9) 
26,2 (2. A) 37.5 (3.1) 
3. A (1,0)* A^3 (1.3)* 


32.0 (6.'8) 27.1 (6.6) 
2A,9 (6.2) 25,0 (5.6) 

I 

37.5 (7.8) AA.5 (7.1) 
5.6 (3,1)* 3.'A (2.1)* 

i 


'33.8 (3.1) 26. A (2.9) 
35.9 (2,7) 31. A (2.7). 
26.8 (2. A) 37.8 (3.0) 

' 3.5 (1.0) . A. 3 (r.3)* 



Cell has sample size of less than 23< 
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ippendix B \ ^ 

Level 2 Substudy Protocol^ 

4 

Following is the sequence of actions to be taken during each LEA site ? 
visit by personnel responsible for collectiiag data for the L^vel 2 Retrospec- 
tive Longitudinal Substudy. 

1.) Make pridr contact (or verify that contact has been made) ^with 
selectedL^tates, districts/ and schools *in accordance with the 
procedures established for the Basic Survey, 
2) Meet ,with the school district; director of special education and 
distribute the School District Characteristics Questionnaire, 
Collect and scan*edit questioanaire before leaving district* NOTE: 
Prior to conducting the interviews noted in this activity and in ' 
Activities 3-7 below, read the following to th^ interviewee: 



This study is authorized by law. Although yoxi are not 
reqirir^d^ to respond^ your cooperation is needed to make this 
study comprehensive, accurate, and timely, (20 U,S,C, 1401) 



Interview district special education coordinator. Secure school 
district information regaling the following for the. current year ^ 
add, insofar as practical, for the previous year. ^ * 
a-) ^ The procedure by which a student typically is identified as 
handicapped. 

b) How lEPs typically are developed, revi-ewed, and revised. 

c) What role the parent and student typically play in the lEP 
process. , ^ ' 

d) The relationship between resources available for providing 
special education to handicapped children and resources needed 
for providing such services Cor what, ^f any, services are ^ 
neeHed but are not -available). 

Following are questions that might' be asked to elicit the above 
information. These questions should, where appropriate, be -asked 
foe both the current and the previous year. Note that for this 



d) Photocopy*IEPsr , , 

e) Remove pftrsonal^y ideatifying liaformation trom lEPs. 
£) Collect and , scan-edit questionnaires. 

g) Ship colJ^'ected materials to RTI . 

Review Level 2 sample .student 's lEPs (for the two-year period) and 
all other data in the studeot*s file related to'' determination of 
present level of educational perrormance -^nd development and imple- 
mentation of the lEP. * ^ . 
Interview sample st;^udent*s teacher or teachers. Secure information^ , 
regarding the following for the current year and, insofar as prac- 
tical, for the previous year, 

a) Special education and related services that the student actually 
is/has been' receivinc;*</ 

b) Tangible evidence (e.g. , student'^ classroom folder, classroom 

V 

activity sheets, classroom charts or bulletin board, classroom 
materials, and ot^er resources) of activities in which the 
student likely is involved. 

c) The teacher's perception* of any differences between services 

specified in the student's lEPs and services the student actually 

is/has been receiving, and reasons for any differences. 

c 

While the interview should be only loosely structured, the following 
questions are appropriate. During the interviews, every effort must 
be ma^e by the interviewers to be unobtrusive, temperate, and coopera- 
tive, particularly when addressing the issue of differences between 
requirement^ listed on ^he lEP and services actually provided. 

a) What special education services does this student receive? 
When? Where? From tfaom? 

b) What strategies or methods are being used to meet^the annual 
goals and shprt-^term objectives listed t>n the lEP? 

c) Is it practical to visit the student^d classroom (where special 
* -education s'ervices are delivered)? 

d) Is it practical to see examples of the studentVs work toward 
meeting the aifinual^ goals an<J short-term objectives? To see 
classroom records, |Daterials» etc^ that indicate what^ progress 
the student is making and what resources are available to him 
or her? ^ 

- • ' ■ 7 >. 
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interview and all of the following interviews with other persoaner, 

the .questions listed are intended only as general indications of 

types of questions tjiat might be asked to elicit the required inior*. 

J' * * 

mation* The specific questions to ,be asked will vary considerably - 

depending upon the particular circumstadces involved, 

^) What is the procedure by which a student typically is identified 

as handicapped? ^ ' ' * 

b> In approximately what proportion of the cases is thi^ procedure 

followed? I ' - - 

c) " If ,kh^ typical procedure is used le^s^ than 90 percent of the 

time, what alternative procedures are used? - 

d) If the typical procedure is used less than 90 percent of the 
time, what determines that an. alternative procedure be used? 

e) Typically, how are lEPs >dev£ loped, reviewed, nd_^vised? 

' (e.g.,. Is an lEP developed by a committee or developed by- a 
teacher and' reviewed by a committee? Does the committee sit-, 
together as a oommittee to revVew an lEP or does each committee 
^ member review it independently? Are lEPs revised ciore often 
than annually and', if so> what is the mechanism for revision?) 

f) What proportion of handicapped students' parents assist in 'the 
development of the students* lEP? 

g) What .proportion of lEPs receive parental approval? What methods, 
with what frequency, are used to obtain approval? 

h) What proportion of handicapped students participate in thelEP 
developmental process? What is the nature^of their participation? 

i) * What, If any, services for handicapped children are needed but^ 

not available? 

At each sample school in tti!e district, collect data for the Basic 
Study and for Level 1 of . the Retrospective Longitudinal' Substudy 
fallowing the procedures .established for those studies. This includes 
the following activities: . 

a) Meet with school principal and distribute ^he School Character- 
istics Questionnaire. 

b) Select student sample., 

c) 'Collect lEEs and\ distribute the Student Characteristics 
Questionnaire, V - 



e) Do tb^ special education- Services received^ by tile student 



by tTfe student 



differ from thosei lifted on tbe lEP? : 

£) If sOf what are the reasons fortthe di££eicence? 

* ' r 

g) Who developed, tb'e , student' s lEP? 

b) How fsmiliar are the student * s * pareats with the student's lEP 
and special education program? , ' ^ 

The teachjsr interview, should be conducted in sufficient depths and suffi- 
cient notes should be taken^ to permit the interviewed, to documentf as soon 
after'the interview as practical, the 32 items of information listed on the 
following data. record forms (Exhibit B.l). Pertinent* information from the 
student's file (from Activity 3 above) also should be used t-o complete the 
items.. Note that Items 2*14 and 16-21 refer to the student's actual special 
education prograogf' not to the student's lEP, 

6) Interview, as appropriaCe, the school principal, other school per- 
sonnel, and/or members of the committee that developed the student*T 
lEP , Secure firom^-'-tjie 'principal any .general information regarding 
tbe lEP process and resource ^yailability tl^jt Was not or could not 
.be obtained at the district le^el. Also, from, the principal and/or 
ather school or committee personnel > obtain any required information 
that could not.be obtained ^from tbe student's teacher(s) regarjling 
r^asoQs fLr any differeace between the lEP and services actually 
* * provided. V , 

^ 7) ' Interview student* s' parents or guardian. Wherever practical > to 

minimize incq^nvenience to the parents^ conduct the parent^'interviews 
0^ ' ijy telephone.^ Explain the purpose of the ^'urvey> confidentiality of 
data, etc, f -to parent. Secure information regarding the following 
vfor the current year and, insofar as practical, for the previous 
year. (Prioi; to interviewing parents , the interviewer wiXl have 
\ ' determine<^,f rom school personnel whether or not tbe^cbild's parents 

are conversant in English and will have made appropri%^arra^gements 
' * for conducting the interview/) ^ 

a) Kature of parental participation in^ ^he^ IIP process, ^ 

b) Degree that parei^j: is Icnowledgeable regarding the content of 

' ^ tbe^IEP, If tte pa rent is not fluent in Engl ish ^ what assis*^ , 
tance was provided to insure that tbe parent undtsrstood the lEf 
and bi6/her 'z;lgbts under the law- - ' ; , 



V 



Exhibit B.l 
LEVEX 2 SUBSTUDY DATA RECORD FORM 



DATA REGARDIKG SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES PROVIDED 
(For Current School Year) 

, * Student I.D. ^ 

lEP was developed by: * . 

a. Taacher who provides the educational service. . * 
■b. Coranittee. 

If "b,^' committee personnel and extent of inputs to lEP: ' ^ 
Per^&tmel ^Pgrcent of Input 3( 

(1) ■ ■ \ ^ 

C3) ■ 

"(6) / 



, 100% 

r * ^ 

} 

The Student^ s Present Level of Educational Perf ormance ^ 

^ — [ 2. — \ : r ^ 4. ' 

Approximate i 
date admin isT^^fred 
' (If multiple dates, 
tlame, or one sentence descriptar -list latest date 

of each major test, instrument, prior. to develop- Significant evaluation 
observation, or examination ment of c urrent lEP) results 

■ * j : 



Specific Special Education Services to be Provided to the Student, ^ and E:C^nt 
of Participation in Regular Program.- Projected Date of Initiation and Antici-^ 
paTed Duration of Service . ' . ^-^^ 

'5. '6* 7. - 8- ^ 

Extent of 
Participation 

Titl^Cs) )and 1-2 sentence descriptorCs) * Date of . Anticipated (in ^hours per 
of each placement and/any other services Initiation Duration of day and days 
including ''related s^vij:es." ^ of Service Service per week) 



9. Amount of time student is assigned to regular education program (in^hours 
per week)- - ^ 

hours per veeK 



Exhibit B.l (continued) 
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Short-Term Objectives 



10, 



^ Annual f^oals B6r the student 



11. 

The, nature of th^ instructional plan 
actually, used to meet the annual goals 
(e.gvj'does teacher us6 a standardized 
les&oir~plan, his/her own documented 
lesson plan^ informal notes » the short^ 
term objectives^ in the lEP, teaching 
steps that are committed, to memory? If 
other than or in addition to the lEF^ 
ts the actual plan more detailed or 
less detailed than that indicated by 
the short-tgm objectives^ in the lEP?) 



.12. 



Ehroportion 
of short*terra 
objectives for 
which specific 

evaluation 
criteria exists 



13. 



' Proportion 
of short-term 
objectives for 
whi'ch evaluation 
procedures ' exist 



14- 



When 
short-term 
.objectives ^ ^ 
are (will 
r be) evaluated 



IS. Summary of £>tatement£ and opinions regarding reasons for jUiy differences between lEP and actual program. 
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Exhibit 3.1 (continued) 



DATA^ REGARDING SPECIAL EDUCATIOK SERVICES PROVIDED 
(For Prior School Year) , 

: ' - Student I,D. 



16-19. Specific Special Education Services Provided to %he Student, and Extent 
bf Participation- in ^Regular Program* jgiate of Initiation and Duration 
of Service ' * - ^ ' 

16, . 17. 18, 19. 

' ^ . Extent of 

' ' ' \ ■ Participation 

Title(s) and 1-2 sentence descriptor(s) Date of (in hours per 

^ of each placeotent and any o^ber Initiation Duration day and days 

services including '*r elated' services - of Service of Service per week) 



^ 1 

^0. Amount of time student was assigned to regular education program (in 
hours per week). , > ■ 

' hours* per Week 



21. Annual goals 'for the student. 



22* Summary of statements and opini-ons regaMing reasons for any differences 
between lEP and actual program/ 



Exhibit B.I (-continued) 
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^ DATA REGARDING PARENTAL JAfilLIARITY WITH THEIR 
CHILD'S lEP^AND 3PECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 
X , ' (From Teacher) 

4 

23' Is parent sufficiently conversant in English to understand .their child's lEP? 



24. 



If "no," what si 



No 



Vhe lEP? 



teps have been taken to assist parents in understanding 



25' Is parent*aware ch 



26. 



a^d is c 



Yes 



lassed as t^ndicapped? 
No Don' t know 



Is parent aware that child has an lEP? 

"Yes No Don't know 



27* If "yes/" is parent familiar with the content of- their child^s lEP? 

4. YeS) thoroughly familiar with content. 

b. YeS) somewhat; familiar with content. 

c. Is *only vaguely familiar with content. 

d. Is .not at all familiar with content. 

28. To what extent does parent agree that their child's lEP is appropriate? 

a. Completely agrees with*IEP. 

b. A'grees with most of lEP. 

c. Agrees with a small part of lEP. 

d. Completely disagrees with lEP. 



29. If "a," '*b,'* or "c,** what is the nature of ,the disagree 



m^t^ 



.30, 



31. 



Does parent consider that child is receiving services specified in lEP? 

Yes - ' No ' Doesn't know 

If "no/* what services does parent think are not being provided? 



32» Summary^ of any a<JditionaI information regardi-ng parental perceptions of 
the child's lEP, services received, or thd lEP process; 
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c) Degree that parent approves, of the lEP.^ 
dj The pareat's perceptions of and degree of satisfaction with 

services actually being provided. : 
While the interview should be only loosely structured^ the folM^^ing 
^juestions /re appropriate, 

3) . Are ^ou aware that you child is considered by the school to be 
handicapped? 

Pixk you aware that your ^hild has an individualized education 
program? ^ 
If yes, are you familiar with the content of the lEP for your 
^ child? What assistance^was provided to help you understand t^e 



c) 



d) 



content and intended use of tbe lEP? 

'J 



e) 



If yes, in general terms, 'what do you see the lEP as consisting 
of Ci'S., what services does the lEP' say will be provided to 
your child?- When? Where? How? By whom?) 
To what extent do you agree with your child's lEP Ce.g*, do 
you: ' ^ ■ ^ 

Cl) Completely disagree with the lEB? 
(Z) Agree With a small part of the lEP? 
(3) Agree' with most of the lEP? 
(U) Completely agree with'the lEP? 

What role did you play in developing* and/or approving the lEP? 
Ce-g*, Did /ou participate in the planning meeting? Review*the 
lEP with a school committee? Review the lEP with a teacher or 
cofcs^or? Sign, the lEP as an indication of your approval?) 
What special ed&^ion services is your child actually receiving? 
How satisfied alSr you with the special services that are being 
provided? ^ ^ - 

As soon after the interview as practical ^ or during the interview if 
conducted by telephone^ document the ten items of information listed on the 
Parent Interview Summary (Exhipit B*2). ' ^ - r 

8) Prepare a narrative summary of any site-visit data, impressions, or 
opinions not already documented on the forms presented abo^6t In 
^ particular ) include results of the LEA^lei^el interviewCs) in this 

narrative summary* 



8) 
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Exhibit B.2 ' . 
LVEL 2 SUBSTUDY PARENT INTERVIEW SUMMARY , ^ 



PARENT INTERVIEW SUMMARY 
■ (From Parent) 



I* Is parent sufficiently conversant Iq English to understand their child's lEP? 

Yes lio 

,2. "If '*no/^ what steps have .been taken to assist parents in understanding the lEP? 



3. ^ Is garent aware child is classed ^s handicapped? 



Yes 



No 



Could hot determine 



4. Is 



parent aware that child has an lEP? 
Yes No 



5. If **yes/* is parent familiar with the content of their child's lEP? 

a. YeSf thoroughly familiar with content.' *^ 

b. YeS) somewhat familiar with content. 

c. Is only vaguely familiar with content* 

d. Is not at all' familiar with content/ 

6, ^ To what extent does^parent agree that their child's lEP is appropriate? 



Conipletely agrees with lEP* 

b. Agrees with most of lEP* 

c. Agrees with a small part of lEP. 

d. Completely disagrees with lEP. 



7. If '*a,** **h/r or **c/' what is t,he nature of the disagreement? 



8. Does parent consider that child is receiving services specified in 



Yes 



No 



Doesn' t know 



9- If '*no/* what services does parent think are not being provided? 



10* Summary of* any additional parent information regarding their child^s lEP^ 
services received, or the lEP process: 
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